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My fellow citizens: .
In leaving the positign of - Secretary of E

which I have held for five years, it occur ;/t me that . Fmally, I am grateful %o the many Pennsylvamans

I have some obligation to_render an ‘accoynt to you from all walks of life who helped make these past

of my stewardship,of this office. Hence this eport. five years most rewarding. I trust that you will find
It is not an unbiased ecount because I canno in these pages grounds both for toricern and for some

separate myself from my..convictions- about many pf - optimism about the future of public education in

the matters which I will be discussing. In that senje our state. -

it is a/parnsan document, presentmg my own

_views about public educatron in Pennsylvania from ’ ) C .

Respectfully, -
: \ ’ Iohng

1972 tO 1977. Ve “e )
I owe spec1a1 thanks to a number of people——and

first and forethost to Gpvernor Milten . Shapp. Few C. Prttenger
anagement of a department which spends over half Plkt:;vtl:logoigrm Pennsvlvania a

Qe general fund budget to anyone with my lack of: - r ¥ y

support Iam deeply grateful. . ' \‘ o ' B .
Under our system—unique among the fifty states

cation, —

governors would have been willing to trust the °
redentials.” For that trust, and his continuing pril 1977

) —the Secretary of Educhtion serves not only asa \; :

member of the Governor’s Cabinet, but alg6 as chief . ,
executive offiter of the State Board of Education. N
It was my good fortune to serve a State Board ‘that’is, A N
in my judgment, as good as any in the country. A

— ./h@eserve the thanks of, many who are unawares .+
it of their-servides of the commgpnwealth. -




. Part I;

.

/

BASIC EDUCATION )
A> ACCOMPLISHMENTS

1. General Educatlon )
In oeneral what {f the condition of basic educatlon
"in Pennsylvania? &

To ghat*question, there is no easy or sxmple answer.
That we can even begin-to answer it we owe to the
General Assembly and to the State Board of Educa-

tion and their foresight in requiring the department

(long before *‘assessment” had become a catchword)
to begin a program of testing to discover whether we

weré achieving a * ‘quality education” for the young

men ‘and women of, the state.

After sgveral yeagkef voluntary testmg. the State
Boarcﬁidated in the summer of 1973 that. testing
take

o

-

ace in the 5th, 8th and 11th grades in every.

£

-

district in the state during the three-yéar period 1973-

1976. That first round of testing is now _complete, and .

the board has ordered a moratorium during 1976-1977
for the rev1s10n of test mstruments What have we
- found out?

Ii general the results in 1974-75 showed no overall.

“trend toward improyement or decliné.. The tests

/measuren student feammg and development in ten
~di

»

ferent areas. Results in these two years showed that }

children in the early primary grades were perform-
ing quite well and showing improvement. The scores
began-decljning in the later primary grades and fell
farther among junior and senior high school students.
- The 1976 results are more depressing. Scores by
" childrén at all three levels—5th, 8th and 11th—fell in
comparison to thoSe of the children who took the
ttests in 1974-75. .

Before drawing hasty con.clusxons from fhe 1976
scores, several factors should be noted. The chlldren
who took the 1976 tests are not the same as those who
took the 1975 tests. The 1976 program included more
urban and mingrity children. The lower scores prob-
ably do not reflect a sudden deeline across the. state.

They suggest what many other testing programs have"

shown: that urban and minority children on the aver-

.
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age perform somewhat more poorly than others.

Of cdurse, that is np reason to discount the test, nor
does it hide the fact that the tests in the last three
years—aside from some early primary grade data—
have shown no dramatic xmprovements in studgnt
learning and development. .

I think it fair to say, then, that the test results pose
a setious challenge: what can be done to help students-.
progress more consisten}ly during,their schoql years?

Meeting the challenge would be much easier if we

_ knew-the causes of student success and failure,* Opin-

ions abound: television has chiinged our learning
hablts the schovols are too lax and have abandoned
basics; the home makes the difference; teathers lack
dedication, administrators bogus 'down in pgperwork
My own view is that it is-fruifless to hunt for a
single cause. Our schools and our learning habits
have always reflected and been influenced by our.
society and culture. Consistent success by all stu-
dents in the schools will depend on a consistent and

" cooperative partnership between the home, the school

\

el

wll Toxt Provided by ERI

and the wider community. Yes, we must teach read-_

ing, writing and mathematics more vigorously in
school. Np, that will not—produce more competent
students unless parents demand good reading habits

-

. ’
.

at home and employers, stress the role of lucid -
writing (and use it, for instance, in insurance policies,
government regulations, and state and ‘federal law).

Yes, the schools should teach responsible citizenship; N

_"but, no, that will not produce better citizens unless -

we have more truth ip advertising, more integrity in
business and government, and ‘better commumcatlon}
between parent and child.

The state of the schools—ltke the rest of society—
is fragmented. We do many things very, very weII
We do many things badly. . 8 |

We need now some sober analysis and support for
what we are doing well and seber analysis pof our,
failings. .

I believe the work wé have begun in the depart-
ment under Project 81 could.move us along that path. -
I'll discuss that more fully below (see Page.22). , .

. ‘e

2, Vocational ducatign

We have made slow but steady progress in improving

bath the quanfity and quality of vocational education
available to young men and women in this state. *
Aided by the end of the draft and a poor market for /™
tollege graduates, we have begun to move away from

- ~
) &
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‘.

the view that kldS who do, not continue their edu- -

cation beyond hlgh school are somehow mfenor
citizens. ’

Our progress began mth the passage of the state

ocational Education Act of 1963 in Governor
Scranton's Administration. Since then we have built
76 new vocational-technicab schools, covering more
than 90 percent of the state. Today very few senior
‘high'school students are outside the }'ange of a voca-
tional-technical -high school and the course offerings
have expanded considerably.

The number -of high school students enrolled. in
vocationdl-technical programs has incréased steadily,
from 28.7 percent in 1970-71 to’ 34 percent {not ‘count-
ing useful home economics) in 19” -76 (see Chart 1).
While this is a cause for re)oncmg, there are still
serious weaknessas.
yuung men and ‘women finding employment in fields
for which they had been trained,is not as high as we
-would like—only 22 percent in 1975-76 (see Chart 2).
Whether that will change in good times it is tog soon
to tell. Moreover, too m;\sy y.girls are studymg cos-
metolo.gy and too many s are in auto mechanics
courses; both fields are overcrowded and are net
tikely to lead to gamful erﬁplo,yment *On’the other

.

For one thing, the number of °

hand, some of tl/e, more technical ﬁelcis are under-, .t

subs¢ribed. All of this involves a.delicate balance
between the needs of society on the one hand and
individual choice on the gthér. I'm not sure that we've
got the balafce right, but we've made some progress
and can reasonably hope to reach our goal, j.e., that
by 1980, at least half of our graduating seniors will
have ogcupational. skills which they have learned in

_ the public schodls of Pepnsylyania.

g

3.~ Specie;il Education

.

‘I had not been in office more than a couple of weeks

before f’afed (not for the last time) major decisions
relating to jthe edycation of handicapped children.
The Pennsylvama Assaciation for Retarded Chll-'
dren {PARC] had filed a Iawsult against the.Common-"
wealth_of Pennsylvama ,c“laxmmg that handlcapped
children were being demed equal protectlon because'
they did not have access to appropriate forms of edu-
cation. The then Attorney General of Penngylvania,
J. Shane C,ramer and L believed that PARC's allega-’
tions were esseptially correct and that we ‘could not
in gqud conscxence defend the suit.’ QOur views pre-
vanled W1th the Govemor, and early in 1972, we sxgned

. o
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the famous consent decree which has largely governed
‘the eduy&hon of handicapped chrldren in Pennsyl-
vania since that'day. - . .
_ 1 will not review here all of the difficultiescwe en-
“countered in rdentrfymg the childret, in testing 2 and
e»aluatm‘g them and in provrdmg approprrate%;arn-

ing-environments. While there have been ‘enormous
difficulties, I thinK that the Shapp Administration, the
State Bo&rd and the Genera] Assembly can take prrde
in the fact that Pennsyivama has been in the forefront”
‘of states across the nation trymg to ensyre thatfevery

handrcapped child has access to an appropriate edu,

. catronalyrogram .
. Although, the PARC decree apphed by ‘its terms "
ofly to the educahon of the mentajly retarded, the
" logic of the case required an extension of these same
guarantegs, to other ¢lasses of handicapped children.”
This was done by the State Board of Education {n
-1975. We. Jare now in the midst.of what promises to
be a lor}g drawn-out procgss of promulgatmg stan-
. “dards y ‘which {0. measure the suitability of Jocal

pragrams for ‘handicapped-children.
THE cost of edycatieg handicapped chrldren *has
increased enormirously. over the past ﬁve years, from
$98 rmrllron in state and local money in-1971-72 to

. $250 'Ilron m 1976-77. A number of peOple, includ-
ing myself, have raised serious ‘uestions from time
to time{apout the results of these gteatly increased
“expenditures. We are now begmmng to get some
answers) In a study whose results were released only
in Deceniber of 1976, researchers for ‘the Department
“of Educhtion lested 3, 500 handicapped children
chosen afj random across the state at six-month inter-
.vals. Thdir findings are encouraging: most.of these
“children’
many casés .exceeding even a full year in this six-
month perjod and, despite their (in some cases) very
serious hahdicaps, achieved ‘academic gains rivaling
those of n rmal, children (see Chart 3). While these
.resu]ts neel to be treated with a ¢ertain degree of
* cautlon, th y~nevertheless suggest that we have a
rrght to be
many hand capped people entermg into gamfuf el
at least- leadmgi lives ofﬁdlgmty In the

’

+ ployment
long run&Zl o, the state will begin to save money be- .
cause Qffthr d.iminishing cost of custodial care. v
4 ®

4. School ;.qusfdy, Incrgases and Reform

In the Eumnier of 1971 and again.in the summer of

ade significant gains in social maturity, in °

1ldly optrmrstrc about the possibility of )
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"1974, the General Aséf'mbl) mth Governor Shapp's

in vatious ways to ‘bring the level of sfate funding

strong suppqrt. dmen%thv school 9ubsrdy formula . ™

back to dppr(-)xrmatel) tHe 50 percent level that has

long veen accepted as, degirable. 1 should emphasize
that these améndments did not invelve a fresh look
at the philogophy of*the subsrd) system; that has
been done this year (1977) t‘or the first time since the
Scrantori Administration {see below]

As a result of these changes. and the willingness of
the Shapp Administration and the General Assembly
to raise the Tevenues necessary to supgort thém, the
- level of state support for publr schools_has ‘risen
_markedly over the-past six years (seg Chart 4). Por
. three straight years we habe not\\had a single dis-
“fred8ed school district in Pennsylvania, i.e., one which
is unable to meet its bills. At a tim¢ when school
systems all over the country are closmg for lack of
funds. this is &~ major achievement.

We have achieved (at least for the trme bemg]
solvency—but*we have net attained efquity. A situa-
tion, has (levelope(l in which wealthy igtricts, taxing
themselves at moderate rates, are able to spend up-
wards of $1,500 per pupit per year; pgor dlstrrgts

axmg themselves much more hez!vrly, ate barely able

-

B '

-

Py . °
v

[ ¥ . °

Ao spend half that amount. And the situation is getting
wdrse rather than better (see Chart 5)."
The resulting situation is not only unfair, it'is quite

possibly unconstitutiofial. Even though the Supreme
Court has rejected the-notion that ingquities in sthool
ﬁ'nan(.e raise a federal constitutional questrdn state,
Lsgpreme *courts in Califernia and New ]ersey and -
lower. courts in several otfier states haye been hospi-
table to claims based on state 6hstitutions, and the
- language in the Pennsylvania Génstitution is identical
(the state'must provide a "thorough and effrcent” ecju-

~cation) to' the language on which the New ]ersey cas§
= was decided. -
" Accordingly, I asked the State Boara of Education,,
earlgrin 1976, for authority to make a thorou'ghfstudy
of the present subsidy system, s they did, ‘The
results, were placed before the State)B(‘ard of Edica-
tion in November of 1978 and made public shorly
thereafter Without gomgsmto great detail, I cart say
I think our proposed reforms;if enacted, would result.
in a systém that is far more equltable than the present
one and that holds out a greater promise of ‘achieving
measurableseducational results.
- 1t is now fairly clear (April 1977) that ngj ther the,
Governor nor the General Assembly is _g_reng'ed to .

¢

< -
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 (a) .they decrease the gap between poo\td wealthy

- . , e
support the.tax increases which would be needed to publ}c schools. In the end I am convinced that we #
carry outur proposed refor: Short-term solutions must go even further and eliminate the real estate tax ,
are the order of the day. Nonetheless, citizens of the . as the source of funds for public schools. The schools
state shou}d tell their legislators to reject, even as a are competing for property tax revenues with munic-’
short -run solution, any subsidy changes which do not ipal governments which are more logically entitled

hbody at least these elements of reform: .to them; that is, there is a more immediate relation-

cone =
_hand and the need fom police, fire and other ser-
districts; . ‘. vites of local governments than there-is- between the
(b) they decrease reliance on the real property tax for  ‘ownership of property and the provision of public
" the support of public education; education, . For that and other reasons, I'm convinded

{c) they measure ability to pay in terms of i income as that we must move away_from the present system,

well as ownership of real property{

- schools’is barne by the owners of réal estate. I d§
.\ (d) they take into account ‘minicipal oveiburdeny” not, however, favor totalstate funding, which is likely
i.e., the fact that school boards face djffering'de- {0 bring with it a degree of state control of public
“grees of competition with municipal governments . policy which (peace to my crltlcs) even I would find

» for the revenues from real property taxes; and madvnsable

4

{e) they glve some reasonable hope of improving the

quality of education, i.e., they do not just involve 5.. School Code Revision
spending more money for the same results.

. . « r Within six months of becommg Secretary, I'concluded

The measure we?'ave suggested would lessen some- that the present school code,” which had beén last

what the present dependence on the real estate tax as revised in 1949 (with large parts of the 1911 code
the chief source of local revenue for the support of suryiving intact), baeily needed to be rewritten.

3 ' . ' ° ) .

. , ’ 11

ship between. the ownership of property, on the one’,

irr which about 37 pertent of the cost of the publlc -

I3
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We faced two major policy questions: wha_ sho&i
do it, and how exXtensive @-job should it be? We
.decided after some debate to try to do the job our-
selves, with a minimum of outsid p. I think that
was the’ correct decision; we probRbly sa\ged the tax-
payess somewhere in the rieighborhood of $200,000
and got a better product than we would have if we
. had “farmed out" the whole _thing.

The other policy decision was morez:::ntrbvefsi'al.
Certain groups, chiefly *the PennsyMania School
Boards Association, thought we should not try to

rewrite the code but Just rearrange-most of the present

}ghtext in more loglcal ways. The majority view, with

which Lconcurred was that we'had to go beyond that °
~indeed, thatthe chief wedkness of the 1949 revision. .

had been its failure to come lo grips with obsolete
and irrelevant material in the 1911 code.

For a year, internal task farces in the’ department,
worked over edch chapter of the code. Another year
was spent reviewing the draft with, selected-school
districts and with the various statewide education
groups. The resulting document, 433 pages long (but
+ far shorter than the present code), was‘put before the
.General Assembly in the spring of 1975. The House
and Senate Education (;ommittee_s held extensive

. 1z . . ¢
19, . ) o \-

Q

[y

)

-

v

hearings, and the House Education Cofnmittee, by
agreement, began to discuss and revise the bill ex-
tensxvely in 'the fall of 1976. -

- Two'major factors hmdered"passage of the dnde
durmg the 1975-76 sesgion. -One was the hullabaloo
caused by schpol board attempts to prdve that the
new ‘code would be excessively costly. Mlle a staff «
study by the House Appropriations Committee’ ap-
peared to show fhet trary, the school baard propa-
ganda toqk its toll. Th! other obstaclestook the forme
of an assumption on ¥ie part of”the Pennsylvama\
State Education Association that ‘it could reerte the -
personnel chapter of the code tb suit its cwn fancy

This" i\ proceeded to do; withthe acquiescence .of a;
.majoritf>of the members of the House 'Educatlon ,
Committee. Somie of the resultmg charrges fueled. o

controversy over the cobts of the naw code and con-- d
tributed in the end to its not bemg enacted during
the ,1975-76 sessxon. ’ .

I am convinced that if’ the’ General As§emb1y wi
come to grips with the code in a timely fashion in the’
1977-78 session, and if the school boards and the
teachers unions abandon some of their fnore extreme
positions, we can,.in fact, have a modern schoel code
by the end of 1978. ‘ ’

15,
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-/ Governor $happ had campalgned for the-gayernor-
# ship in 1970 on a platform which condem/ed the
- building of large and excessively expensive public
school buildings, or “Taj Mahals” as they came ‘to
. .be known. .

A bill was introduced in the General Assernbly and
passed during the first two years of his admlmsti‘atlon
which put certainelimits on the ameynt per. pupll
which cduld be spent in building vari types of
schoots, The amount gould be exceeded, iut only by
méans of a referendum. Only two such referenda

have been held, and in both cases the proposal‘was

-defeated. The results are clear; the number of school
building * pro]ects ‘has decreased steadily durmg ‘the
N past five years (see Chart 6)N®f course the.Taj Mahal
bill is not solely responsible for" this result., These
haye been years of level ‘and declmmg school enroll-
ments; they have also been years’ of 3evere’ inflation
in the costs of constructlon Doubtless both have
played their part. . R
A constant criticism of the department has been
that we tenged to be excessively bureaucratic in deal-
ing with school district building plans. This criticism

.

was brought to a fead in the spring of 1972 when, 4t
a’ very well-attended one- day conference, a group of
school officials, engineers and architects said that

current regulations and procedures made it nearly im- -’
* possible to use fast-tracking, component engineering

and other modern building techniques. In the summer

.of 1973 the State Board adopted.a greatly snmpllﬁed
set of building regulations, and the zepartmen_t is now _

on the vergdp of putting, into effett the progedures
which will carry out these simplified regulations. It
has taken far too long to do all-of thlS, but I'm never-
théless- pleased that from here of out.local school
districtswill be able to build, with a great'deal-mere
ﬂex1btlxty than was p0331ble under the old regulations.

7. Nonpubhc Schools e

The Commonwealth seems ﬁnally to have found a
formila for modest contributions to nonpublic
schools that will be .sustamed by the courts. The
program involves three types of act1v1ty {(1). helping
to fund the.cost of transporting nonpublic school
children to and from schpol; (2) paying for the cost
of textbooks and other instructional materials which

Ioaned” to the nonpubllc schools and (3) pro-

16 ¥ o 18
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viding .certaift professional services to the pupils of

nonpubli. schools. We are warned by the lawyers,

huwever, that these services may not be rendered on
the premises of the nonpublic schiol itself.

The{e are certain_difficulties with the nresent state
of affairs. My own view is that the Supreme Court
has. béen far too restrictive in these matters. Re-

" thé barriers between the sch

quiring, us tg- bus nohpublic sghool childrento a°

nedrb) publiy, school in order that they may receive
wunsgimg and psychological _services on neutral
terntory is snlly. it forces us to spend mofiey on
* transportation that we might batter be spen’dmggon
the services themselves. But I"am resignéd Yo this
result in vigw 8f recent Supreme Court décisions.
‘Ong: unhappy,
curfailment of public schodl tnps for educ;& /gl'
purposes. The Act. requires, 'transportatmrf to
and covers field trips as weﬂ _as* daily
transportation ‘g apd *from schooI/A nifmber of
public schools ha¥e found it too expgﬂsiVe and too
_complicated td’ involve nonpublic ¢hools Y. their”
trip plans as required by Act 372,; would hope the
General Assembly would take ‘a fresh look at this
requirement, since.it cannet have been the purpose
of the. lcgnslutnon .to rut ﬂown on trips to museums,

X~ I's °

o % [y
ﬁ that are constitutionally permissiblg
. result of Act 372 has been a se%}ug ’
n

Q

©
oo

art galleries, factories, seats of government and bso on.
This is especially dlstressmg in view of the depart-
ment's current emphasjs on breakmg down some of
ol and the community.
A third difficulty stempé frbm the recent growth fn
the number of pmvate?c’z; schools, especially in rural
schopls in the South, they are
mtegrated schools. "kather they,
what is seen as the * godlessness

andonment

; f these schools to
e#tst, and to receive the limited foyms of state aid °
But I wdrry
about quality. Many of them are too ‘small and too
poorly funded to meet even minimum state standards.
And there are difficult questions about how far the
state can go {under present law) in apblymg these
standards to church schools: ’

» 3 ' . Ty N

8~ " Student Concerns

v

4

-

In my first six months as Secretary, I found that al-
though T had regular ways of communicating with
most of the major interest groups.in public education,

- - ®
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no one was around who.could speak for students. I'm
'not naive—-I don't think that students are full of
wlsdom but [ don’t see how you can make policy for
public education without at least knong what's on
their minds. o

a result I created by administrative arder in the
summer of 1972 a Student Advisory Board consisting
of between 35 and 40 juniors and seniors drawn from
the intermediate units of the state according to popu-
_ lation. In theory, each high schoo] names two stu-
dents, & senior and a junior, to an Intermediate Unit
Forum which in turn_"lects its own representatlve or
representatives fo the statewide'board. In 'practice
it's not as neat as that, but it doesn’t work badly.

My first Student ‘Advisory Board drafted a con-
troversial statement of Student Rights and Responsi-
bilities (see below]
with such issues as student evaluation of teachers,
competency-based educatioi, college boar\d examina-
tions and student discipline. They have been on the
w hole an extraordinarily bright and responsnble g’roup
pf young men_and women.

The current board— my fifth-has announced its in-
tentjon of seekirig legislation to make their status
permanent I haxe warned them of the pltfalls but

» .

Subsequent boards have dealt

,.h_,___.’*% .

»

they are plunging cheerfully ahead. If it does nothing
else, the board is helping a very able group of Penn-
sylvania i’ugh school students become more sophisti-
cated in the ways of government and politics, If ought
to be supported an that score alone. I'm hoping the
General Assembly will look on thlS venture wnth a
kindly eye. - - :

The first Student Advisory Board finished work on
Student Rights and Responsibilities in the spring of
1973. It was an attempt to codify the rights of stu-
dents relating to such matters ds suspensions and ex-
pulsions, locker searches and the publication of
student newspapers and to suggest that there are
¢ommensurate responsibilities. I placed the document
(with many changes) before the State Board of Edu-
_cation in the fall of 1978. After public hearings and

some additional amendments, it was adopted finally .

by the State Board in September of 1974.

it is perhaps the most controversial single thing I
have done as Secretary. It tells you something which
frankly T don't want to know—that it is controversial

to say that students' have constitutional rlghts and.

o try to spell those rights but in language which stu-

.dents themselyes can understand. The controversy -

:has exposed the fact that a good many “educators”
. .

r—— ) . oA
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. around this state give lip service to the needs of ghil-

dren, but are more mterested in. their own power
and control. '

A nanyber “of school (llStl‘lLtS, goaded by the Penn-
sylvania School Boards Association, have bande
together to attack the authority of the State Board to

_ issue these regulations. A decision of the Cémmon-

wealth Court has ‘sustained their contentiohs. The
State Board has voted (o appeal to the Supreme Court
of Pennsylvanm In the meantime, because of un-
certainty over the validity of the regulations and our

'unmllmgness to enforce them until that validity has

‘been ‘established, student rights continue to be vio-
lated with 1mj)umty in many parts of this state.

°

9. Physical Education and - Athletics -

It may seem odd that as Secretary of Education I have

spent-a great deal.of timle thinking about athletic -

policy..” It isn’t, because if you' ask the averdge tax-

payer te tell you, somethmg ‘about the local publlc'
schools, he or she is likely.fo réspond by telling you_— .

how the high school football team is doing. Some
school boards appear, to spend far more time hiring
and ﬁrmg coaches than they do exammmg, say,"the

,«1 e

b B
- :

#e

quality of reading instruction in the elementary
grades.

. ~*An early concern of mine was the i ce that
I saw in athletic programs in the public ools of

" Pennsylvania. That 1mbhlance took several forms: it

stressed the needs of Secondary children at the ex-
pense of elementary, it put a much higher premium
on training the 10 percent who are .athletically tal-
ented than on the other 90 percent; and it neglected
the needs of gitls.

'I‘he Sta}J Béard of Education encouraged me to

pursue these concerps. The result, after a great deal -

“of debate and discussion, was an expandgd et of
phtysical education regu’uons spelling out clearly the
obligation of local districts to achieve parity between
men an§ womeh, and giving at least “ritetqrical sup-
port for the development of intramural programs.
Although there - were “bitter .and frankly mindless
attacks from sqme elements of the athledc com-
munlty, the regulatlons are reasonablyPWel supported

today and- are chiefly responslble for the fact that
Pennsylvama id far ahead of -most other statés in -

" somplying with Title IX. We still have a long way to
go, haweves, in reducmg and ellmlnat g some-of the

worst excesses of professionalism, particularly at the
. .~ " . o L
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college Ie\»el Thrs is something that I've been abIe

~ todo very little about in the past five years.

P

\ N
} .

10. The\ Arts* .. :
| .
To my w.ay of thmkmg, the arts are central, not

pbrrpheralv—they are not, in the lingo of the day,
“frills.” ldeepmg them on the center of the stage has
' been ope bf our pfiorities. .

That pLLbrrty has yiken two forms. One was.spme
emphasis on what we came to call an “arts-related”
curriculum, i.e., one which did not treat singing,
paining and phbtography as totaIIy distinct experi-

-

_enceg. -I can't point to any concrete evidence. of suic-

cess, but there seems to be a widespread conviction

v —not Irmrted to Pennsylvania—that this has been’a

-

good thirig." ) .
A more palpable, sort of encouragement was the
Governor's School for the Arts that we, estabhshed m

the " summer of 1973“ . e

4

«Under Pennsylvania law, an undefined part of the. .

money appropriated each year by the General A§

sembly far the support.of special education is to be_

used to help gifted and talented children. We estab.-
lished a summer school at Bucknell University for an’,

s problem"f]h\.whrch their formal academre trammg s

A ' .
‘intensive program in the arts and then encouraged ‘
the Intermediate unifts to use some of their. specral s |

education money fo defray the cost. .

.*. Admission is by competition. The school has gone' ' /

from 213 students in sthe summer of 1973 to 276
the summer of 1976. Both/he Student, body and tl;r
faculty are of exceptqonal quality. Not only has the
schoel honed the artistic taleats of nearly a.thousand
. 10th and 11th grade youngsters; they have, in turn,
become “ambassadors for’ thes arts” and are partly
responsible for the fact that, in a time of austerity,
arts programs in the schools have not yet suffered }

too badly. R . . .

- - P » ’l R __‘-
}1 The Executrve Academy . e s
I hadn’t been bn. the scen;z very long before it badame -

apparent that many of our schoal officials, especially '
supermtendents ‘and pringipals, were .struggling with

Had failed to preptre them. . v

We asked their advicé about the need to estabfsh .
ways of helpmg them develop some of the necessary
skills. The response was enthusiastic—indeed,,ov - ¢ .t

whelmmg As a réSult we established in 1973 the ’
BN &‘ 'y N - s o > :
- ’ ’- . ' 2 *r" i ! ) . -:.
) N - ! ‘\. f ’ .\5 -
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Executive Academy. It is simply a series of semmars
ranging in length from a day to a week, to which we
ifvite school dfficials to learn dbout Tecent develop:
» ments and to \\orl\ out ‘solutions to a widg variety of
roblems faciflg thein. We have done it chiefly with -
own staff, without great expense and without
much fQnfare. The eyjdence is that it has met at least
senmeof the problems which schrool officials are facing
" at this very troubled time.of our hrstor) We are tur-
. rently making efforts lu 'expand the academy to deal
with other groups of peopls who may need similar
kinds of help-college anci;unn ‘ersity offncrals and
managers of Ilbrarles to name only \two-
. v

.. 12. School Management'“

The de;’i’artmeht has, ‘during the past several years;
e'made some attempts-not as many as [ could have

{ haped-to help local school disfricts manage thelr .

. fiscal and pther affairs more expedrtrously The burld-
. ing regulatrons referred to_ on page 13 abové are one”

4 -~ example. .

Another involved short term lnvestments Early in
Governor Shapp's *first term, school districts, because
of <hanyes in the subsrdy sys\tem and for other rea-

- i . . "l;
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sarrive, neither the Corpmonwealth nor the school dis- s

50NS, were accymulatmg substantlal temporary cash
balaticed. In some cases these were being invested

" wisely; in other cases, not, With help from Milt Lopus, '

a valued consultaf®t wha is My of Revenue,

we encouraged schooltsfricts to invest temporary ~
cash Cesd s that,would yield;sybstantial«n- |
come. As a result, in the p€ak year [1,9’?2 -73) s¢hool |

* districts earned nearly $50 million from temporary

investments. Later dev’glopmeﬁts—chleﬂy the shift to
a system of three sather than four,subsjdy payments

“a year in the summer of 1974 ~considerably reduced’

the opportunity to augment school {evenges in this

way. =~ .° / -

" Another admm' rdtive 1mprovement again advrsea .

by Mr. Lopus add carried out with the cooperatlon

of The Honorab e Grace Sloan, Treasurer of the Com-
monwealth ef Pennsylvania, was the shift to wire -
transfer of Sul sidies, In the past subsidy. ‘checks
sometimes totalling as mu&xgq $400 million hadM R
mailed to the' various districts at ope time. Since the
letters took where from two days to*a week to

tricts were able tp earn interest on the vast ‘sums
involved. Last year we worked.out a sygtem of wire
transfer by which fupds move instantly from the State

» T ’
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‘Treasury to a local deposntory named by the schobl
* district. This has resulted in substantlal savings to
the taxpayers of Pennsylvama

. School Desegregation .

One of the unsung achlevements of the past sevéral

.

years has been the voluntdry desegregatlon of the.

" —sehools in all except our two largest- cities. Shortly
after-the Supreme Court of Pennsylvahia deciled jn
the Chester case (1967), that even de facto desegrega-

dion violates the Human Relations Act, the L—Iuman
Relations Gommission of Pennsylvania found seven-
teen school districts fn Pennsylvania to be unlawfully
segregated. A combination of Strong leadership at

‘the local level, proddmg by the cammission and techa,

nical help from the department has achieved a decent’

measure of desegregation in fifteen of those seventeen
districts, and without any terrible hue and cry.
Philadelphia and Pittsburgh remain serious, prob-

ms. They are so ingpart because of the sntuatmn——‘“

“the Philadelphia scho6ls are 85 percent‘black an} tﬁe =
Pittsburgh, 35 percent—and in part because of Awhat . -

I can only describe as feeble lea ership on the _part
of the boards of those two’districts. It is ecpecially

' 14. Cotrectipns Education -~

dxsconcertmg to note that in recent months “the Phila-
delphia board and the Huma elations Commission
almyost agreed upon a plan of voluntary desegregatlon.
with mandator‘y pupi®transfers’ to take place only if
tire voluntary plan did not work. But it wag torpedoed
at the last minute by the Philedelphia board in what
I«can only describe as gn act of bad faith. .
My own view gontinues to be that while I do not
thmkbusmg should be ruled out'asa possible remedy,

it is not in most cases a very suitable remedy.

personally think that the interests of thé black cem-
munity would in many cases be better served by

. %ng on the quality of education in néighborhood ;
sch

Is. Schools are segregated because’ black people

" and white people choose (or to some extent are

forced) to live in neighborhoods that are predomi-

nantly black or predomjnantly white. The burden of

remedying that situation shegl®not fall entirely upon

the schools, as it has for most of the past two decz;des.
s e e

-
*

»

in the summer of 1974 Governor Shepp asked the De-

partment of Education to take responsibility for edu-
cational| progfams. in the correctional institutions of

.

":"’\ 23 \ ) y o »
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the Commonwealth, both adult and juvenile. That
responsxbxllty had always been ours under an gbscure
section of the School Code, but had never been taken
very serjously C}ovanor Shapp had become con-
cerned because, in visiting some of the prisons, he
and Lieutenant Gévernor Kline concluded that their
educational progranis were weak as i fact they were.
We have not had an easy time.in carrying out&
directive. Some of the, dlﬂlcu‘ltles were here in

3 Department of Edu(lahon Ofthers arose Yrom various

restrictions imposed by the Budget Office and the

Office of Admlmstratlon Because of these restric-, |

tions, we found it impossible to hire staff to tarry out
this r’espunsnbllu»y directly, ,but decided to cortract
instead mth one of the mterm(,dlate units. We began
by ContracNng with each mtcrmedlate unit where one
of the prisans was located: ﬁndmg this cumbersome,
we centralized administration in the hands of the
' Luzegne County Intermediate Unit. While we have

' had good cooperation from‘the IU, the arrangement

is at best awkward. g

There have ‘also been difficulties with the De-
partment of Welfare in the ‘case of the juvenile in-
stitntions and with the Corrections Bureau of the

¢ Department uf Justice in the case of the adult prisens.

¥
&
3

“The dlﬂ'lcultleé with Welfarg are, I

.and Corrections.
‘idea, but'as I have had to deal on a regular basis with

-
3

function, of size; the Welfare Depantm tis sb large
and so unwnéldy that an operation as small as this.
one (we are talking about some 3,000 juveniles) tends
to be lgst sight of. Secretary Baal and I agreed early

in 1976 to set up a joint operation headed by‘sor’neo'ne :
.from my staff. That has

worked Well, dnd we,ak
Iookmg for alternative solutions.
- The difficulty with the Corrections Bureau stems

from its natural concern for the security of the insti- ¥

tutions. We have now finally "worked out a joint
statement of what we want to happen in the prisons,
and if we cap agree about the*administrative respon-
sibilities, we can begin to make more rapid progress.

It may well be that what*we need is a Department
of Youth Services separate ffom Welfare, Education
I was originally opposed to that

the existing bureaucracies, 1 have grown more pessix
mistic about our ability to do what needs to be done’
~rapigly, and wjth 1mag,mat10n—-m this very impo-
tant area. -

15. Intermediate Units ; -
In 1969 the General “Assembly passed legislation

.21
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abolishing the Office of County Superintendent of
Schools and creating in its place 29 “intermediate
units,'Vdesigned to provide services which mlenduaI
districts could not provide. Unlike IUs in other states,
ours ark not instrunrents of the state degartment. On
the cop?rary, theyrare governed by boards drawn from
the elected school boards of the constituent dlstrlcts
. On the whole ‘the IUs seem to have hilfilled the
expecta&&ns “whith the Geperal Assembly had for .
theni. They get generally high marks from superin~
tendents for tfeir usefulness to local\districts and a
bétter than passmg grade from the Ieglslature 5 own.
Budget and Finance Committee. Proof of their in-
creasing importance is the*frequency with which the”
General Assembly and the State Board place new_.
g},&_sponsibilities upon them—for example, in providing,

services to nonpublic schaold and in marshalling,re- °

sources to help handicapped- children. If they were
_abolished, we would have to invent something very .
much likéthem to take their place. -

- B. UNFINISHED BUSINESS .

I have alrefMy mentioned what are perhaps the two
}) Mcipal items of unfinished business, at least on the
legislative front—the school code gnd the ‘subsidy

-

- 1. Pro;ect 81 . -

geforrh.- If the General Assembl}\l'can manage to deal
constructively with both of‘these issues in the 1977-78
session, it will have advanced the cause of public

" education,in Perinsylvania by a very*long step ‘indeed.

Other and edqually pre$sing priprities remain.
. Y N - ~.

Two concems have come together to produce !‘Proj- ’
ect 81’” the department’s chief priority for the next
several years. e is a confern for the level of
student achievement—the apparent failure of our
schools and cblleges to help young people acquire

the skills and. undgrstandings they need to survive’

and prosper ih the last quarter of the twen'tleth
century. The-other is a congern about the mcreasmg
isolation of schools from the communities they are
$upposed to serve. .
- Much of the impetus for Pm]lﬁ 81 came from the
Citizens Commission ‘on Basie Education. Appomted
by Governor Shapp in July 1972 it-reported to hlm in
Novem’oer 1973+ Its+169 recommendations covered

almost every -aspbct of public edpcﬁtion, K-12. The
recommendations on cufriculim (Chapter IV) gave
went to the commission’s concern that the purposes
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of publ’u, education were too often defined in tertﬁs
of wourses, Credits and Oarnegie units, it urged th
State Buoard and the department to, " bring about an
orderly transition from a time ,based, subject-oriented
curnculum to one based on specific learning out~
comes>" :

Members of the boards Council ‘of _Basic Educa-_
tion were all mentbers of the commission. Net sur-
prisingly, therefore} in January 1976 the  board
adopted a palicy statement ﬁ?mg the department to
producé a plan involving: - ‘

k) a redeﬁmtlon of the purposes of Rubilc educa-
tion m terims of the competeftcies which children
and young people should be acquiring at varlous
Ievels . o I L,

'{b] a plan.for shlftlng State Board currlculum ‘and
gradyation requirements from their present de-
pendence on courses, credits and Carnegie units
to the newly defined competeneles ‘“{r %

. N ?! 1

{c) a plan for maxirhizing_ comrdumty mvoivement

n the schools;” including both (1) the commumty

usé of schools afid {2} the school's use of the

resOurces of the commumty, . %

ooy

”

K . - ¢ b ) ". -

(d) all this to ‘be done with the greatest prﬁetr-.
cable involvement of those ‘conterned—students;”

» teachers, administrators, sthoo} hoard members
and citizens—and with the least possrble ingrease
in the cost of publlc educdtlon . S

' A draft of guch a plan was presented to. the' State
*Board in November of 1976.. It epvisioped the cre- -
ation of a small staff in the department;, the seleation
of twelve school districts in .whith .to pilot the pro-

. gram; a period during which,these districts would try

to define what skills and understandlngs they think
are ne¢ded by high school graduates and the eventual ¥

) amendment of State’ Board curriculum regulatlons to
,_reﬂect whatever we have Learned ‘through this f progess.

in th]s way we -hope. o_ puit the “back-to- basics”
moyemgnt to constructlve purposes and to bring the

.” cominunity back te.an understandlng of the fact that

the educatron of our chll,dren is everybody’s business.
RN ’~ %

. )
v

2. ‘Efducatlon for Pamnthood

ihave become mcreasmgly concerned in recent years
~abdut what happens to very small~ chlldren m our
socrety
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Wé are receiving into the public schools of Penn-
sylvania a good many children at the age of four or
five,who have been badly, damaged physically or
emotxonally and in many cases stunted intellectually
long before ,they reach school. We deal as best we
can with hose handicaps—but we often wish we .
“could do something to minimize them. ' ’

While the responsibility does nvt lie solely ar even

= primarily with the Department of Education, I now

{ poliy currengly affects ‘the ability

think that it is time for the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania to look at the various wdys ifl whlph state
parents and
guardians to raise small children with wisdom and‘
affection and ways in which we might strengthen t
role. of the state in that respect.

What I don’t_have in mind is a network of state-,
subsidized day care centers. I'm talking rather about

* our ability to help parents raise their own childrer -

in their own homes, chiefly, and .also “about the edu-
" cation of young parents. %

We talk about nearly everything in the schools—
except the two most important roles that most people

will assumenat one time or another in théjr lives, that =

of a husband or wife and that of a parent. Itis a deli-
cate matter. The“eonventional wisdom i$ that these

are matters best left to the family, the church and the
community. But these institutions are not currently .
ablé to transmit théNgind of cultural understandings
that in the past permltted young parents to raise
young children with some reasonable chance of suc-

“~cess. At the very least it seéms to- me that we ought

to be acquainting-seniog, high- school ‘students—some
of whom are already parents and many of whom will
shortly become parents—with some of the responsi- -
bililigs of parenthood and some of the ways of coping
with the stresses of parenthood. Whether we can do
anything very useful remains to be seen.’ At the least
L'would think we could avoid stateyolxcxes (cf. the,
man-in-the-house. rule) thatamaterially handicap par-
.ents and guardians in raising young people who can
take thei‘r own rightful place in our society.

S L A
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3 Troubled and Trqpblesome Kids

- While we have begun in a very tentative way to deal
“with the educational problems of young people who
get-caught in the toils of, the law (see Pages 20-21), we
are even further ~from dealing mteJngentIy with these
problems when they first anse
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For everynyfoungstem p in a correctional
institution, there are af least ten who get into fairly
'serious trouble "and whose educational progress is
interrupted or in some cases brought to a halt by
‘those difficulties. .

We began to deal with this issue in a legalistic sort
of way with the State Board's adoption of Student -
Rights and Responsibilities (see Page 16). o

It is one thing, however, to say that schools
shouldn't just throw- troublesome children out the
front door; it is something else to know how to help

good deal more than we did a cpuple of decad s.ago
+ about the largely self- defeatmg nature, of instit lons
«  What we don’'t need are “reform schools” under
another name. But there are a substantial nu ber of
,kids who can't be handled in the normal classroom
" without putting unfair burdens on the teacher and

, -therest of the students. I
Early in 1976 Frank Manchester, the Commissioner
“OF Basic Education, set up a task force to examme the
whole guestion of student discipline. The first part of
“its work’is now available—a syllabus of the kinds of
misconduct that students often’ engage in and some
suggested ways of dealirig: whh them., s

them without hurting everybody else. "We khow a .

.

,.against the realities of the”present job market.

~ S

. . . Qe
The task force is now tackling the more difficult
question of educational programs for those who can't
succeed in a normal setting.: Because this proplem

" does not occur uniformly throughout the system—
_urban and suburban 'schools are more llkely to be

plagued by it than rural schools—we otight to make
separate provision for it in our system of schdol sub-.
sidies, and we sﬂggested doing so in, the proposals
put before the State Board in NOVember of 1976 (see .
Page 8). ..
One obvious answer is 8 wide variety of alternative

" schools. Another is to provide more opportunities for

both part-time and Jfull-time work for many of the
young énen and women who are now bored stiff in
school, aIlowmg them, to continue their schooling on
a part~t1me basis. This, however, runs smack up
We
apparently cannot even provide full-time.employmént
in this country to the heads of households who want
full-time work—let alone several million additional -
teenagers 2

What is to".be done? I've often thought that a
domestic peace corps—an updated version of the
Civilian Conservation Corps which was~so helpful
back in the 19305—mlght be ‘part of the answer. But

. - . ’
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I haye no confidence in.the ability’of governments to
run projects of that kind on the necessary scale withr,
much skill or imagination. "We need to contrive ways
of providing incentives to the private sector to create
and sustain kinds_of emplo;’ment for which young
people can dualify.- -Mwrsuspicion is that we also heed
to find ways of -spreading the available work about
more evenly than the’current economy does.

4. Equal Opportunity ° :

We-still have some major unfinishe®business in the
area of equal opportunity, not only for women ‘and
minorities but for all who are discriminated against
in one way or another. - - .

I have been less aggresstve on this front than some .

.of my staff and, friends could have wished. ¥In part
that stemmed from niy feeling that we in the Depart-
ment of Education had no right to preach to the field
- what we were not practicing ourselves. | inherited
in 1971 a department that was a bastion of white male

Protestarit supremacy: Catholics and Jews were al- -

most ag under-represented an oun staff as women.and
blacks. We have made some moddst improvements
{see Page 61), and I now feel more confident about

. RS ’
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slower to change.

addressing the problem in the, field—that is, in our
schools and our'colleges. P : °

Subtle prejugices-are sixﬂ very strong. When I was
looking for a Commisidrer of Basnc Education- about
a year and a Kalf ago, I was uxged by the Executive
Secretary of the Pennsylvania School Boards Asso-
ciation not to appoint a woman “because she would

not have the respect of ‘the field.” And those sentl-

" ments are probably felt far more often than they are

iced. - -
¢ situation in the schools is complicated by the ™
fact Yhat hiring there is done by elected school boards
are gverwhelmingly (though degreasingly) male
and wfute We have only-gne woman school super-
intendent in Pennsylvania, which is a dlsgrace We
have inade some progress in the state colleges, where
we have direct authority, although to my chagrin
there is notwyet a woman president.. The state-related
universities, especially Penn State, have been even

Nonetheless, I think the department now has its
own house largely in order, and is-in a position to
carry its message to the field: discrimination, subtle
as well as overt, must come to an end.




\; 5. Collective Bargaining and the Schools

<It has been clear fof some time now that Act 195 was g

not workirg as well as its supporters, including my-
self, could have wished. Not only have we had far
more strikes than- mlght have been expected, but
there has been evidencé of a good deal of immaturity
in the bargammg process. For example in many dis-
tricts there ‘was a fajlure to use “meet-and-discuss”
sessions to resolve outstandmg issues. :
. For several years I took the position that it was
simply a question of time; that with mare experience
on,both sides, and with court decisions spelling out
what-is a bargainable issue, the number of sirikes
would diminish. But that has not happened
It was for*this reaso
. Industry Paul Smith a d I joined forces in mid-1976,
asking two of our deputies, Jim Weaver and Frank
" Manchester, to study Act 195 as it relates to the
public schools. We told them to look not anly at the
text of the Act 1tself but at a wrdeJ:ange of related
issues—the pohcles of the Department.of Education,
the procedures of the Mgdiation Bureau and even the
attitudes of the parties. It was our ‘hope that they

would have a preliminary report for us by the end

- ) )/ .n. -
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~  The following comments, based on my own experi-

n that Secretamy of Lapor and d

~ 2. The Department of Educatlon, has come in for "

@
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of 1976 and the final report sometime in the" spring.

In the meantime, however, Governor Shapp has
appointed a nine-person commission headed by the
former Chief Justice of Pennsylvania to examine Act
195 as it relates not only to school districts bt to
mu icipalities and the Commonwealth itself. As a

1t\the work\o\’Deputy Secretary Weaver and -
Commls oner Manchester has been submerged in the -
larger enterprise. They will be making their expertise
available to the commission, but will not, as we had
originally contemplated, make a separate repprt. : .

ence during the past five years, may perhaps be useful
to thé commission: ,

“1. 1do not think Act 195 should be repealed The
problems of public employes are real; Act 195 pro-,
vides an orderly way of dealing with them. Moreover, *
repeal is not politieally feasible. : ¢

some criticism for enforcing the school code’s require- , . '

ment that each district conduct 180 days of school. It

has been argued with some. force that the effect.of
this requirement is to tip the scales in favor of the -
union, since it can strike for gt least a month without
lasing any pay' (by adding days at the end of.the
2z : ¢ ~ /
L N [N
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‘§choo}/ yeartup to June 30). .
It may well sbe that the current system loads the

. - dicg—glthough, as I'll argue in a minute, it does so in
. a sense for both sides. What I reject is the idea that

children should be made to suffer for the inability of
school boards and teachers unions to work out rea-

A\

"sonable settlements. To permit a strike to result in_

a 150-day school year is intolerable.

The real probletn is that neither side has any very
strong incentives to settle promptly. In private in-
dustsy, a strike results in loss of wages to wofkers
and foss of profits to management. In state or munic-

* ipalf government similar pressures are at work. But

" in #he public schools there are no such pressures.

The Yeachers know that up to_a certain point they can
make up the time lost and receive a full pay envelopg,
so they are in-no hurry to go back to work. But it is
equally true that management has no very strong in-
‘centives to settle. If the timé is later made up, there
is no loss of state subsidies; and even if it is not, in

some disfricts the loss of subsidies is less than the®

gain from not paying the teachers, and so the distfict )

does not suffer any net loss of income.
- The problem which the commission must face is
that the-public school situation is unique. The ques-

"‘f
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tion is how to apply_x;)ore serious pressureg than are
presently available to both school boards gfid teachers

‘unions without in any way defrauding’children of

their entitlement to a full school year.

One possible solution is to impose financial penal-
ties on both teachers and school distriéts for each day
of a strike even though the days are later ‘made up.
For example, teachers mightd#8e one-half of their pay

for each day of @ strike while school districts would -
lose one-half of their subsidy. There are difficulties
in working out the penaltiés at the school district end |
. because of the differing impacts of the subsidy sys- °
tem; what would be a serious loss in one district is

only-a nuisanfe in anothét. Nonetheless, I think a
formula could be devised which would ensure, as thé
present law does not, that strikes are a last resert.

3. Editorial writers often suggest that we ‘ought to
eliminate the right-to strike, dealing with -impasse’ in
some other way. They are wonderfully vague about
what those other ways might be. I don’t like strikes,
but I like some of the alternatives even less. It would
appear, for example, that compulsory .arbitration has
not worked well in the case of ‘police forces and fire

* departments., Moreover, compulsory drbitration in

the public arena is bad because it removes the final

3t - v
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fesponsibhify from the place wheretit rightly Belbngs '

* —namely on ‘the shoulders of the legislature,. ¢ity
-gouncil or school board which is ultimately responsi-
" Ble to the taxpayers in a way that an arbitrator is not.
4. Much of the difficulty stems from the attitudes
of the parties themselves, which will not be,changed
by any amendments to Act 195. Some school boards
give the impression that they welcome a strike, hoping
in the end that public indignation will secure the re-
peal of Act 195. Some unions on the other hand go
into bargaining with utterly unrealistic ideas about
the revgnues available to a local board.” Unless there
is some Thange in these “attitudes—and I have seén
very little evidence of change over the past five years
—I'm'not sure that any amount of surgery on Act 195
will serve any very useful purppse. :

«
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. Part . POSTSECONDARY El')UcATiONK_

- A

. A. MATTERS OF GENERAL
s CONCERN .

1. Creating a €oordinated System

It is not easy to talk iﬁtelligen@ about the’Common-
wealth's role in higher-educatibn) In, part, this is be-
cause the role is less clear cut and less well definéd
historically; in part, it is because-there is vei'y little
acceptance in the higher education community of the
propriety of a major rble on, the part of the state. The
public school community criticizes our individual de-
cisions but recognizes that the state has a leadership
role; the prevailing view in the higher education com-

munity—~even among public institutions—is “glve us,

our money and leave us alone

- J
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One of my first official actions in 1972 was to cancel .
nearly $50 million worth of ®onstruction at the state-
related universities-and the state colleges. Although
these“prmects had been approved by the General

) Assembly and by the department, it was already clear

"to me that declining birth rates would leave ‘many pf
them-empty in the 1980s. This action provoked much
criticism on the campuses but won the approval of
Governor Shapp’s Management “Review Committee;
*without it, we would be seriously overbuilt. -
,Much of the effort of both, the State Board of Edu-
cation and the department during the past five years
has been directed toward a meshing of the parts—an
.attempt 1o insure that the varioys segments of higher
education work together in harmony and with reason-
able efficiency.
. Early in Governor Shapp’s first: term, the State
Board unveiled the secdnd Master Plan for Higher
" Education in the Cofnmonwealth (the first having been
promulgated in the*summer of 1966). I had nothing
+to do with the drafting of the 1971 Master Plan, nor
did I consider myself bound by every feature of it.
Nevertheless, I think the State Board did an excellent
job in coming up with such a plan and would have
altered only a sentence here and there. In a gengral
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sort of way, it has guided much-ofswhat we have done
during thepast five years. co

Shortly after Governor Shapp took office, the Con-
gress of the United States passed the Higher Educa-
tion Amendments, of 1972. Among other, things they
provided a small amount of planring money to each
state for higher education purposes, but;required as a
corollary the appointment of a commission—the so-
called *1202 Commission”—to do higher education

- planning for the state. We debated for some time

whether or not to accept funds. In the end, we advised
Governor Shapp that we thought the establishment of
such a commission would be worthwhile. It has now
been in existence a little over two years, and is em-
barked in effect on an attempt to write a third version

* of tHe Master Plan. I frankly have my fingers grossed

about the long-range 'utility of the 1202 Commission,
and worryﬂ%at it may usurp the autharity of the
Council of Higher Education lf we aren't careful.

In 1972 we secured the passage of a blll-—Senatet
Bill 30 of the 1971-72 session, now Act 224—wh1_ch I
had beéh after for a long time. The verston which
finally passed forbade the éstablishment of new
branch campusés and fiew graduaté and professional
schools or the transformation of - a\gwo year institu-

tlon to a four-year one without the approval of the
State Board of Education.
Unhappily, it was a classic case of c103ing the barn

¢ door after the horse had gone. During the 1960s Penn

State established branch campuses in most of the
populated areas of the state. This was, in my opinion,
the single most unfortunate development in higher
edugation-in this state’in this century. It has frus-
trated the development of a comprehensnve system of
community college§ (as it was intended to do) and it
has swollen Penn Btate to, gargantuan proportions,
preventing ﬂiat uni ersxty from dealing imaginatively
with some’ of its /most pressing problems But it
happened, and we'have to live with the consequénces.

The State Board of Education has long been con-
cerned with promoting-cooperation between colleges
nd univgrsities in the same area of -the state. The

tive is two-fold: to prevent unnecessary duplica-
tion and tojrove quality. As a result, the board

in 1974 tequiréd.the creation of regional couneils in
the ten higher’education planning regions s of the state.
This has now been done in all of the reglonk except
four, which have combmed into two regions (4/5
and 9/10) with the’ board’s approval,

The councils have varying degrees Pf vitality and

v -
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have been useful in a small way. Increasingly both

the board and the department are in the habit of
referring questions to the councils for their advices-

n&t‘feeling bound by the result, necessarily, but wish-

ing to know the collective opinion of higher education -

institutions in a particular region before pursuing
some’ policy or plan.. We have been handicapped in
not having had the fynds to staff the regional councils

adequately; our requgsts for money for this purpose-

to the Governor's Bud§et Office and the General As-
sembly have fallen on ¢

A typical example-of the\difficulty of making public
pb}icy for higher education cbticerns the problem of
making a thirteentf and ‘fourteenth year of public
educatjon available in the more sparsely settled parts
of the state. The mote populous partssof the state
tend to have either a community college’or the branch
campus of a state-related university or both; the least
populous\garts of the state tend-to have neither, s
that yomapeoyle in the mountains or the northern
tier have no access to. either a technical or a liberal
arts program at the community college level.

Early in his tenure, Higher Education Commissioner
Jerome Ziegler formed a task force to study this prob-
lem. After a year, members came up with a set of

.

+

* recommendations that didn’t advance the discussion
one inch,- but outlined options we already knew
we- had. .

" More recently, attempting:to get the whole thing off -
dead center. we put before the State Board some rec-

~ommendations which included a limited authority in
the state. colleges to conduct two-year degree pro-
grams. The hue and cry from the commimity colleges
and the state-relateds has been deafening. In.the face .

- o#This protest, the Btate Boardghas.been uny{'illing to
move beyorid de facto- approval of a few existing
programs, which leaves us é.pm:ox,imétely “where we
were five years ago.

This situation is quite typica). ‘On the one hand,
the colleges and universities d the state has any -

. authority to impose its views, and *argue that they
should be permitted to work out their own solutions:
on the other hand, those solutions turn dut either to
be nonexistent or of the least-common-denominator
variety. A classic case is the current study of “‘dupli-
.cation” which was commissioned by the Pennsylvania
Association of Colleges and University some two
years ago with public funds. It is not complete—and
we were told recently that we.canno® have access to
some- of the information ‘because it is “confidential”! -
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- spectacularly.

In the meantime, the State Board is not supposed to
take any actign in j field pendmg receipt of the
study, and so on ad iffinitum. k

Turning to other and more cheerful subjects, the
General Assembly, with ‘sttong support from Gov-
ernor Shapp, passed in 1971 a bill subsequently
known as Act 101, which made public fygds available
for a variety of programs at colleges an® universities
{both public and private) that are designed to help
bright students who conie to college poorly prepared.
The appropriation has risen slowly from $1 million
in the first year to about $3.5 million currently, ahd
we are supporting programs of 53 colleges and uni-
versities. An exhaustive study of the program by the
Legislative Budget.and Finance Committee was criti-
cal of some fqetures but generally gave it good marks.

2. Equal Opportumty

. The program’s retention of studentshas béen remark-

ably high and is improvinfg (see Chart 7). Act-101 is
probably responsible, among other things, for the fact
that.minority enrollments in the state colleges {ather
than Cheyney) have continuedeto rise slowly if not
It has been a crucial €lement in our

., [ ]
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: 77
compliance with the suit filed by the NAACP in'which
Judge Pratt found that Pennsylvama and fen southern
states were operating segregated s“‘ystems of public
higher education.

In addition, to writing annually regulations for Act
101, the State Board -adopted its own regulations
aimed at promoting equal opportumty~m admisgfons,
in programs and in employment—in all institations
receiving statg funds. The board also-had the good
sdnse to say that anyone meeting similar federal
standarfls will be exempt from its own. Thus Penn-
sylvania colleges and universities will be spared a-

—"new set of forms on tap of those from OCR, EEOC,

&
<

the Department of Labor, etc. »

B

3. _Teacher Traininé . and Certiﬁcz_ation -

‘:Th\e department has final responsibility for programs
'to train teachers and administrators in all institutions,

* public and private, undergraduate and graduate. Some

~ years ago, the department jroved to a system called

“program apperoval " Essentially, we scrutinize'and
» then’ approve the general contours of a gollege’s
teacher t}ammg program. We then automatically
certlfy any, perso'n who is certified to us by the col-

36
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PERCENTAGE OF STUDENTS ACT 101
- RETAINED IN ] e
ACT 101 PROGRAYS - -

1971.72 . 1975.76 .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




lege as having completed the program‘in a satis-
factory way.

The system isn't perfect, but I'm not sure that any
other would be better. Despite strong pressufes from
some members of the State Board and my own staff,
I did not give reform of this system a high priority,
with_some exceptions noted below. I didn'f think it
ummportant I' just doubted our ability to do any-
thing very useful, given our limited resources and the
fact that 86 colleges and universities in the state have

“program approval” in one or more areas. « .

> But there have been sonie interesting developments
during these five years in teacher training and certifi-
cation. Here are three worth mentioning:

a. Competency-Based Teacher Education

Pennsylvani
experimenting with something called “competency-
based teacher education.” Basically, it asks of a
freshly-minted-teacher not “what do you know?" but
“what can you do?" I am a cautious supperter. I do
not think the+'competency” movement will transform
teacher education (nothing will), but I disagree with
those who label‘it a fraud. Insofar as it emphasizes
skilLS‘ in the public school classroom, it strikes me as

is one of the states that has been °

1 - _ -

a useful antidote for the excessively academic nature

" of much teacher training.

b. Professiondal Standards and Practices
. Comrﬁission v .

In 1972 the General Assembly passed a bill creating
a new Professional-Standards and Practices Commis-
sion.- In its original fom the bill would have taken
away from the ‘department and’ the State Board of
Education all adthority over the training and certjfica-
tion of teachers, lodging those responsnblhtles with
the new comm15510n I lebbied_strénuously against
the bill in that form and succeeded in having it modi-
fied along present lines, i.e., the commission is advi-
sory to the State Board of Education.

I was frankly worried about the direction in which
even~an advisory commission might go. It seemed to
me quite possnble that it would dw what regulatory
bodies have done in most other fields, i.e., take a~
monopolistic view, attempting to create as many ob-
stacles to entry into the teaching profession as pdssi-
Me. I'm happy to say that on the eyidence of the past
-six months or*so, that will not be the case. The com-
mission seems to be taking seriously its responsibility
to be looking at the public mtere?t as well as the wel-
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fare of the teaching profession in the recommenda-
tions it is makmg‘to the State Board. I can only hope
that future appointments to the commission will
strengthen rather than weaken that tendency.

¢. In-Service Programs for Teachers

State law provides that twelve additional credit
hours will extend a provisional teaching certificate
and -twenty-four additional credits will make a pro-
visidhal certificate permanent. In the past those
credits have been earped almost excluslvely in col-
leggand universities. * i

., It has long been' my view that muc z;te train-
ing in edutation does nothing to jifprove classrgom

teaching skills. ﬁt my urging the State Board in 1974
améhded its own regulations to permit these credits
to be earned in whole or in part through in-service

‘courses meeting standards laid down by the depart-

ment. In carrying out the board's mandate, we have
encouraged the establishment of in-service trainjng
councils in all of the intermediate units and many of
the larger school districts in the state. As a result,
teachers—not only beginning teachers, but those with
considerable experience—now have available to them
some courses that ae more closely tailored to their

-
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own needs than was the case’in the past. -

4. Field Exi)eriencéé

I have for a long time been concerned about the fact
that although our colleges and universities purport to
train people for certain kinds of work, that training -
takes place chiefly in a college classroom. In some
areas—mathematlcs for example—-thats probably ap-
propriate, but in others—political science,.to take one.
—it clearly isn't. -
Shortly after I arrived here, therefore, I set up an-.
internship program aimed chiefly at students in our .
state colleges. Inte;ns come to Harrisburg for a se-
mester, obt (ln tempora y enployment with an agency
of state goverpment (later expanded to include other
aonprofit agencies as well), are paid a small stipend,
find their own lodgings gnd receive academic credit.
In addition, there are weekly seminars at which ‘they .
have a chance tp meet and question a variety of
people who make a difference in Harrisburg—m < ,
bers of the Cabinet and of the General Assembly, T
lobbyists, the press and from time' to time the Gov-
ernor or the Lieutenant Governor.
This program is now entering its tenth semester.
We have relinquished administrative responsibility to

-t . ;@" 37




the Commussion of State Colleges and University, on
the. theory that when programs of this kind get set
up. the department ought to' work itself out of a job.
I think it has worked extradordinarly well. Both the
students and their employers have been generally
enthUbldbtlL In aMumber of cases the students have
Lome bak to “Harrisburg after graduatmg and found
employment with the same agency.

.

We have encouraged simifar programs on the cam- _

puses. The business administration faculties at both

" Shippensburg and Edinboro_ are placing interns in
business and industry on a fairly large scale, and
Indiana University of Pennsylvania last year placed
nearly 400 students from a wide variety of fields in
a wide variety of positions. Irf short, it sSeems to me
thatin this area Pennsylvania is showing the rest of
the country how to corfibine classroom learning with
practical field expenence

5. Ethnic Stughes Center

ln 1974 ,the General Assembly passed a bill autho-
rizing the creation of an Ethnic Studies Center for the
Commonwealth and appropriating a small amount of
money to the department for the purpose of contract-
mg for the establishment of such a cénter. We enter-

tained applications from a number of institytions and
.settled ultimately on the University of Pitt usgh. The
center has now been in existence for two years and is
doing some very good work by way of improving
archival collections-from the various ethnic communi-

in Pennsylvania, encouraging the development of
programs of oral history in the secondary schools and.
so forth: Weé have been greatly handicapped by the
smallness of the annual appropriation, still only at
*$50,000. per year. I am greatly heartened by Gavernor

« Shapp’s action in sending to the General Assembly a .

request for $500,000 for fiscal 1977-78. One of the
glories of Pennsylvama is t‘heqyersity of its people.
We ought to be encouraging the people of this state
to derive both. pleasure and mstructlon from that

dwersnty .

[ 8
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6 Student Trustees 2 .

In higher education as in the public schools, the
Shapp Administration has been characterized by ¢on-
cern for students and attempts to mvolve them in
responsible decision making. Early in 19¢1 Governor
,Shapp named an undergraduate as frustet at each of
the fourteen state colleges and at each of the state-

related universities. Later the General Ass
L

bly itself
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* passed a bill institutionalizing the practice, at least
for.the state colleges. The student appointments have
not only brqught a student point of view to the board
—and a respbnslblg student point of .view in most
‘cases—but also enabled us to increase the diversity of
the boards by appointing more women and blacks

" than had ser,ved in previous administrations.

.
s

< " B. 'POLICY FOR THE SEGMENTS

It7is useful to think of postsecondary education’ in
Pennsylvama as consisting®f five different segments:
the state-related universities (Penn State, Temple, Pitt"
‘and more recently, meoln) the fourteen state col-
* leges; the fourteen community colleges; the more than
- one hindred private nonprofit insfitutions; and the
proprletary schools. The department and the, State
“ Board have rather different responsibilities for the
different segments, ranging from almost total control

.--in the gase of the state colleges to the® most cagual

contacts in’ the case of most'private colleges and uni-
versities. Having talked about some general develop-
ments, I will now examine state policy toward each
of the segments, beginning with the state colleges;
. since they consume the. lion’s shafe of the depart-

®

ment's* energles (unwxsely, in my oplmon, see Part
i1, C).

1. The Sfate Colleges: =~ - .
In 1969 the General Assembly had cx;ealed (with my™"

strong support) a new instrument for governance in .
the state college sector—the Board of State College
and University Directors (BSCUD). Its first members,
appointed by Governor Shafer, ‘taok office early in
19718 \ .
The beard has grown slowly—too slowly, from my |
. point of view—into a body capable of making general
pohcy for the Tourféen state colleges.» The slowness
of its development is probably the result of several
factors.
* Presidents, were loathe.to yield a policy-making au-
thority which had formerly belonged, in part, to' them.’

. The board was reluctaRf to take action except on
recommendation of the presidents—which in certain

areas meant taking no action at all. And the depaP
ment did not always providé the leadership and the
technical assistance w'h;ch would have made for a
- smootlr transition to the‘new system. ’
Nevertheless, that system is now in place and wqu-

~ha

“The presidents, organized into a*Bogrd of ;-
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- ing reasonably well. It is time to take the hext step,

which 1 discuss in Part V, C.

The principle qchlevemen\t of the past ﬁve years in

.the state college sector has been a difficult but in-

creasingly harmonious adjustment to the realities of
collective bargaining.

If I were invénting an ideal system for the gover-
nance of colleges and universitigg, I would probably
not choose the model we currenwl?}%re working with.
But it*is not unworkable and can be made to serve
lmportant purpeses. " ‘

Several feazrres of the bargaining which has taken
place over the past five years need to be mentioned.
The first round of bargaining was in the hands of the

Office of Administration; the result was an gconomic

- settlement which was not 3nly more generous than
we could afford, but put unhealthy pressures on state-
related and many private colleges and universities.
When the second round of bargaining was scheduled
to begin, ‘we 1nsrsted upon the, right. to put together
" a bargaining team of our own. In the end, Lieutenant,
Governor Kline-agreed; and the same procedure was
followed in 1975. The results were more realistic
settlements (less than 4 percent) which have served
to moderate, if not eliminate, the salary disparities*
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resulting from the first round of negotiations.
Several features of the ensuing contracts have con-
tributed to the present relatively stable situation at
the state colleges. ,The grievance machinery, after a
shaky beginning, is working well. We no longer have
the spate of lawsuits alleging  denials of- due process
which dlsﬁgured the state college scenesfor so rnany

-years. One can say with confidence, for example,

that the Michael Kay and other lawsuits at West
Chester, whlch resulted in that college being censured

. by AAUP, could never have arisen under our present

system.
-All three contracts have contained provisions for
student evaluation of faculty. We have not monitored

.this as closely as we-should have, and-the results have

been uneven. But I am convinced personally that it
can work and will contribute to an improvement in

~ * the-quality of teaching:

The state colleges are and wnll continye for the
indefinite future to be primarily undergraduate insti-
tutions. Our central concern, therefore’ has been with
the quality of teaching. We' ve taken several other
steps to-try to encourage gradual improvements in
that ‘direction. Under the terms of the. second con-
tract, we were required to appoint ]omt committees

’

42



~

¥

»

.of faculty and Commonwealth members to revise the
systems .relating to tenure and promotion.- This we
did with results that I think will be helpful in the
future. My deep regret on this score is that during
the ’50s and '60s, the state colleges hired an enormous
number of new faculty and tenured them almost
. casually. It will take thirty years to undo some of
. the damage. )

* In the course 6f negotiations, both the faculty union
.and the Commonwealth came to realize that the exist-
ing system of “merit increases was not serving any

,,very useful purpose, and was sometimes being
“ahusedx "We therefore agreed to sjbstitute for it a
system of distinguished faculty teachi

awards. We have now completed two rounys of these.

though notibeyond dispute. A number of facult

other colleges and universities, both public ghd pri-
vate, have been involved in these awards at the local
level, thereby serving to decrease somewhat the in-
sularity of -our state colleges. At the same time they
have brought to the attention of a great many people
the fact that we have some very' distinguished
teachers on pur faculties—not by dny means limited
to those whoﬁhav_e won awards. .

awards with results that I think are genera y;jg?y

v
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Another development aimed 'at improving the
quality of teaching was the establishment of a trust
fund for the improvement of college ‘teaching. This
resulted from a wage board freeze, followed by a

thaw that made available some $400,000. By joint \
agreement off the faculty union and the Common-’

wealth, these fu re being used to retrain faculty,”
to encourage the development of, iew programs and.
courses, and to help improve the quality- of instruc-
tion. + ) ,

As early as 1971 it was evident that we were turn-
ing out more certifiable teachers than the public
school system could possibly absorb. In fact in 1972
we graduated 20,000 certifiable - teachers from our

" colleges, public ar;d private, for approxxmately 7,000

vacancies (see Chart 8). This was clearly an inde-
fegxble situation. . .

arly in 1972, therefore; Commxssxoner ergler put |

together a state‘level planning commission. The Board
of State College and University Directors then-man-
dated planning commissidns at the fourteen campuses
to work out ways of shifting resources into other-
areas. The result—adopted as formal ‘policy by the
board in 1974—was to ask each of the colleges to
e.mphasxze one or more “new missions,” chiefly in the

v >
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areas of human serv:ces, health services, business
admxplstratlon and techqolog?[see Chart, 9). At a
time of declining real resources we have not beer;
able to put into new missions the resources they re-
quire, so that our progress in carrying out this ambi-
tious plan has been less great than we hoped The
likelihood is that there will be no growth in real total

resources in the next five to ten years, so that re-

sources for new missions will have to be carved out
of existing programs; whether the fortitude exists*for
this kind of leadership remains to be seen. Nonethe-
less, we have succeeded—with some help from the
job "market—in bringing the supply of certifiable
teachers into a more realistic relationship to °the de-

- mand than existed five years ago.: .

No system is any better than the people- yvho are
in"ctharge. The state college system had been marred
for many.decades of both Democratic and Republican
rule by an excessive involvement in politics. It is in
fact a minor miracle'thgt we have done as well as we
have under the circumstances. Each of my five years
as Sedretary was marred by a CI‘lSlS on at least one
campus.
element was weak Ieadershlp—‘and in some cases
scandalous meddling—by the local board of trustees.

o . ’ .
EK(?‘ ‘ . .' i -

wll Toxt Provided by ERIC

The causes were dlverse, but a common

4
*

Largely as a result of these difficulties, Governor
Shapp had occasion to appoint five new presidents in
his fifst six years—at East Stroudsburg, Bloomsburg,

- West Chester, Irdiana and Clarion—with searches

currently underway at Slippery Rock and California.

We determined from the outset that we would not
do business in the old way, but would search for
presidents in a totally nonpolitical way, with the
active involvement of faculty, studénts, administra-
tors. and alumni. That we have done—-and the result

“is, I think, some outstanding appointments, men

capable of giving real Jeadership to the state college
system over the next decade,

College students—especially state college students
—had very little “clout” on the Harrisburg scene. I
met in 1973 with student Ieadegs from the state col-
leges “and agreed to, help raige .. smalk amount of
money from private sourf8s to get them off the

ground The Commonwealth Association of Students

is now a moderately vigorous presence in Harrisburg,
with two full-time staff and occasional interns. With
good Ieadershlp they»can present an mcgeasmgly
coherent student view, not only on issues directly

affectmg the colleges but (I would hope) on a wider .

range of matters involving the pubhc interest.

»
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2. The State-Related Universities -

Pennsylvania is unique in having what we cal} ''state-
related” universities—Penn State, Temple, Pitt and,
more recently, Lincoln. Although a very substaritial
part of their budgets comes from the state (see Chart
10}, they retain many of the features of a private
university.

The state has essentially four types of contro¥,
direct and indirect, over these upiversities. First,
their annual budget requests pass through the tepart-

-~ ment on their way to the Governor's Budget Office
and 'the General Assembly. (This control is more
fictional than real, in part because we lack the staff
to scrutinize those requests carefully, in part because
the universities don't hesitate to deal directly with
the General Assembly.) Secondly, the Secretary of
Education must approve all capital projects using
state funds. (But the universities can sometimes run
an end run a‘n,ound us by building with local or private
money.) Thirdly, the universities are bpund by the
terms of Ac¢t 224 (see Page 31), and by certain other
regulations of the State Board. And lastly, the Sec-
retary of Education serves on all four boards .and—
in this administration, anyway—has had some voice

-
¢ '

.in gﬁbematorial appointments to the boards (six out

‘of thirty-two at Penn State, four out of thirty-six at
the other three). N

. On balance, the control is slight. T'm not sure that

.this is necessarily (With some exceptions noted below)

_a bad thing. A cynl¢ might say—indeed, I have said

© " on occasion myself\that the state-relateds call them-

. selves public when {Bgy want state money and de-

scribe themselves as ¥gate when you try to find out

how they're spending’1t. But they do, on the whole,

a good job, and I can’t thmk of any system that would .

be radically better.

From time to time the idea surf@:es that the state-
relateds ought to be under a single board. I thirk,
personally, this is a terrible idea. The boards - and
administrators of Penn State, Temple and 'Pitt have
enough - difficulty managing the huge and complex
institutions these places have become; a single institu-
tion of more than 100,000 students would be a mon-

’*b

of direct authority . over the state- -relatéds which it

enjoys (if that's s the right word) with respect, to

ate colleges, some problems need to be dealt

R
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authority, by the General Assembly itself:

a. The state-related universities take the position
that’ the salaries of their top .officials are nobody’s
business. That is frankly an untenable point ef view.
The budgets of those universities come heavily from
public funds. The public has the same right to know
that information as they have to know the salaries of

‘the Governor or of the General Assembly. Either the

Attorney General should institute court action to
compel disclosure of thfs information or the General

Assembly should make!it a condition of the nexk

appropriation bill. "

¢

b. A second issue has to do with the piaces at
‘which these universities do business. Penn State, and
to a lesser extent, Temple and Pitt, take the position

that they have charters permitting them to do busiZ’
ness any place in Pennsylvania and to serve any. -
- unmef needs which the)&:’xight discern. Act 224 (see

Page 31) deals with thak problem, but only in gross
terms. ‘If Penn State chodses to do business in such
palpable form that the result can reasonably be
describe%gs a “branch campus,” then the authority
Bestowed on the State Board by Act 224 comes into
play. But if f)enn’Stgte conducts classes in a junior

H

"' high school, the authority of the Act*apparently does

not reach that far; and yet such an activity may be
Just as much of an interference with local preroga-
“tives and just as extravagant a use of. public funds as

.. the creation of a branch campus five miles from a

. community college.
~ c¢. The third issue concerns enrollments. The like-
lihood is that total “enrollments in all Pennsylvania
colleges and.universities wilkdecline between 10 and
20 percent’in the next decadg (see Page 5§0). As it
affects the state-related universities, this decline
po’ies;,xa serious question: ar¢ theg planning for a
paralla decline in their own llments? Or, on the
contrary, are they aiming to keep their enrollments
constant, iwer, to garner a larger share of a smaller
population{ In either case, the consequences épuch
amany other people and institutions. And there is no
"machinery for ensuring that the policies pursued by
the state-relateds on this score mesh with state policy

" generally. ~
We need to develop ways of dealing with these and
related issues. They do not*require state control or
surveillance of the day-to-day operation of the state-
related universities. They do require that some per-
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son ‘or persons—preferably, I would th

ink, 'the State

Board—have the authority to make 'broa_d policy, at

least in' certain areas, for all

higher education.,

- 3., The. Cdmmunity Colleges

'

v

publicly supported

-

Fourteen community colleges have been organized

under the terms of the Act of 1963—no
during the past six years. The impetus for

]

of them’
“El: forma- ..

ion of community colleges is pretty cléyrly ex.

austed. They now serve most of the more densely
opulated areas of the state; and the chances of
county sponsorship in the more remote rural aread
are slim.(see Page 32), it fact, we will do well to

sustain what we ha{/¢ over the next decade.

State financial support of community colleges has
grown by spurts during the Shapp Administration.
In 1971 the General Assembly raised from $1,000 to

»300 the amount of instructional expehse against
which the state would pay its one-third share. In »
1974 the amount was raised to $1,500 per student,*
with an.additional’ $150 being payable toward the

acost of certain occupational programs.

State controls over the community colleges are

d firing isgdone by the

« relatively light. All hiring an
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local trustees. They also approve decisions about
* academic programs. This sometimes causes trouble,
as-when the .community colleges wanted to get into
the business *of providing the first two years, of
"teacher education. We said' ‘no’. to that request be-
cause of ‘unused capacity elsewhere, and there were
some hard feelings. The state does have the final say
about capital construction, since it pays 50 percent
of ghe cost. We have tried to use that authority to
u»e-th%t tlie community colleges remain nonresi-
dent institutions, without elaborate facilities, servipg
local needs. - ] -t
‘An interesting and, on the whole, welcome develop-
ment-has been the shift from liberal arts to ‘occupa-
tional progrants in the past several years (see Chart
11)- In passing the Community College Act of 1963
the General Assembly clearly intended their main
mission to be-oocupational and fechnical edu; tion.
But for the first several years a majority of t’h%‘go-
ciate degrees awarded were in liberal arts. ®ore
recently, howeyer, there has been a_shift foward the <
technical programs—spurred no ‘doubt by job marke
considerations—so that in 1976 almost 60, percent
the assdcigté.degrges were in fhat area.
The State Bsard has; under the 1963 Act, the ulti-
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mate authority to make policy for the community
colleges. It has chosen to use that authonty.sparmgly
But the problems of the next decade may ‘not permit
such a laissez-faire approach The board may soon
be faced with the difficult problem of a county or
school district seeking to esCape its obligations as °
sponsor of a community college. That will raise a
host of questions that have not been asked let alone
answered.

4. Pr'wate ‘Colleges and Universities

Pennsylvania has been blessed with a wide variety
of private postsecondary institutions, ranging from
a University of Pennsylvania with 16,870 students and -
a budget of $311.4 million to a St. Fidelis College with

" 45 students anda budget of $250,000. It has been the
policy of succeetling admingtrations, including the
Shapp Administration, to what they reasonably
could, within constitutional Jand financial constraints, "
to keep the private segtor Alive and healthy in order
to ensure -variety and flexibility.

On the whole, the Pennsylvania scene has not been
disfigured in recent years by acrimonidus public de-
bate between the public and private sectors; we are
more fortunate than Massachusetts and New York in

-
T — .
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_that respect. The credit for this belongs chleﬂy to the
Pennsylvania Association of Colleges Uhiversi-
ties and a succession of college presxdents public and
private, who have given vigorous and far-sighted
leadership to that organization:

State support for the private sector takes several
forms. Undergraduates attending private institutions
can receive up to $1,200 per year in outright scholar-
ships from the Pennsylvania Higher Education Asis-
tance Agency_ (PHEAA). Last year grants to such .
students totalled over $21 million. The Higher Edu-
cational Facilities Authority enables private institu-
tions to borrow at interest rates lower than they might
otherwnse have to pay. Private colleges are eligible
for grants under Act 101 (see Page 33). And finally,
beginning with fiscal year 1974-75, private colleges
and universities have qualified for something called
Institutional Assistance Grants (IAG). '

Because the IAG program is new during my tenure,
it is perhaps ap°prop_riate to say something more about

: _it. The program was intended.to recognize the fact

that private colleges, in accepting scholarship.stu-
dents, incur costs which must be met from their ow,

revenues. It therefore aimed to provide such colleges
with $f10'0 per year for each PHEAA student they ac- -
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5. Proprietary Postsecondary Institutions

Pennsylvén_ia is likewise- blessed with a wide number
and variety of proprietary institutions, offering both

" ranks of the private schools themselves.

boards are dominated by persons drawn frpm the
It is an
awkward situation. If they regulate with too heavy

> n
cepted. Unfortunately, appropriations have not al- secondary and postsecondary’ programs chiefly of a
_ ways permitted the $400 level to be reached. | technical nature.
I have supported the IAG program in principle, al- We have not had, with minor gxceptions, the sorts
though I have qualms about the practice. It would be of scandals—false adverlising, outrageous. charges,
wise, in my judgment, to tie the size of the IAG grant closings in mid- year—thﬁt have plagued some states
to, the level of support for the statg, cdleges (or for and have caused Congress to look with a ]aundlced
thie state colleges plus the state-relateds; a formula eye at these institutions. But our record is not perfect.
could easily be worked out). Such a tie would have We have tried to mesh the activities of these
two advantages. It would make allies rather than schools with the public sector in several ways. A
rivals out of the publlc and private sectors; and it representative of the proprietary segment sits on the ”
would make it unnece’ssary to amend the Ieglslatlon 1202 Commission- {see Page 31). By’ statutd public b
each time mﬂatlon makes a fixed dollar amount schools can contract with proprietary schools for
" obsolete. - . ~ vocatlonal trammg And students in two-year pro-
My other concern is that the state may someday grams in proprietary schools leading fo an associate .
,—seek to use its support of private education, however degree can qualify for scholarshlp and ldan assistance _
W‘igd\e‘st. as a means of coercing the private colleges through PHEAA.
‘and~wRivetsities. There has been no such threat in The prrvate schools are regulated by four boards .
this adminfstration. Bu} demagogues have achieved which mak&thelr administrative hyme in the Depart-
hlgh office in this state before and doubtless will ment of Educa/pn the Board of Private Academic
“*again. The question for the priyate colleges wlill then Schools, the Béard of Private Trade Schools, the .
be, in takingthe biscuit have they actepted d chain? Board of Private Business Schools and the Board of .
) Private Correspondence Schools. By statute these . —

L1
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a hand, they are accused of seeking competitive ad-
vantage; if too lightly, of not having standards.
My own preference would be to abolish the four

boards in their present form and to lodge their re-*

sponsibilities eitherwith the State Board of Education
or with a single néw board, a majority of whose mem-
bers would not come from the anks of the proprietary
schools. We have talked about this for several years
and done nothing . N

C. ' UNFINISHED. BUSINESS

-

1. Fewer Warm Bodies

As the chief problem in higher education-in the 1950s
and 1960s was expansion, so the chief problem in the
next ten years will be contraction.. Optimisti¢ views
about enrollmrents suggest that there will be 50,000
fewer full-time equivalent students in Pennsylvania

colleges and universities in 1990; the pessimistic as- .

sumptions point to 100,000 fewer. Some of the dif-
ference can, perhaps, be made up by a greater influx
of part-time adult learners—but only part.

As a result, competition for students will become

“ intense. The last decadein Pennsylvania higher edu-
catioh has been characterized by relatively amicable

- {
*

relatlonshrps between the various segments (see Page
48). I predict that this condition will not last, and that
the next decade will be characterxzed by some or all

of the follgﬂm-g—phenomena i . .

" a. Intensrﬁed competition for public funds;

X

=

Attempts to move into new programs which ap-
pear to have a potentlal for attracting new stu-

dents, . , ,

c. Attempts to do busmess at new locations that
promlse to attract new students; P

d A prohferatlon of no-need scholarship>awards in
order to attract middle class students;

e. A further lowering of bof he standérds for ad-
mission or the standards fodgraduation, ar both;
~ and -7 -

f. Increasingly_ unscrupulous advertising for stu-
- dents, .

Dealing’ wrth thls situation would require states-
manship of a high order pn- the part of the department
and the Council of Hrgher Education, even if-the legal
tools existed.” But, they do not. The State Board has

. substantial authority ever the state calleges, some au-,
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thority with respect to the community colleges, largely ~
.untested authority with respect to the statesrelateds

and no authority at all with respect to the ‘private
colleges, except in limited areas. Moreover, on the
evidence of the past five years, the willpower does
“not eyist in ‘the State Board -or elsewhere to police
what promnSés to be an mcreasmgly acrlmomous set
of relatiSnships. What, wi{l Happen here is what
happened with branch #&mpu% expansion in the 1950s
and 1960s—the General Assembly will wait until the
problem has become acute and will then pass legis-
lation designed to deal with a situation that has gotten
out of hand. .

-Perhaps 1 am too-pessimistic. I hope so. Maybe
PACU will extend its leadership™ to this domain.
Maybe the State Board will muster the courage to
exert itself in this area, eyen if it means stepping on
some powerful toes. Maybe evén the General As-
sembly will take note of what's ahead. But I wouldn’t
" make, any bets. . .

LR

Y
2. Governance of thé State Colleges '

The single greatest need for the stateﬁﬁgﬁeges in the
next decade is to be accorded a greater measure_ of

-i‘"‘

' .
. ° ' B ’
autonomy.thin they now can exercise. In short, they
need th{%ﬁ‘(ibility to use scarce resources wisely.’

Pr#sently the state colleges are-an integral part of
stdte government. Thelr budgets are state money;
their employes are state employes; their internal pro-
cedures must conform in nearly every respect to state
law.

There arg two significant dlsadvantages with thls
state of affilrs The first is that the Department of
Education is so preoccupied with the problems of the
state colleges that it has only meager eneigy to devote
to other segments of the system—and to the central
question 6f how well the system is working- as a
whole. The second is that a whole host of-decisions
—whom to hire, what to pay them, what can be pur-
chased and when and how-—get made by the state
colleges in ways that are cumbersome or just plain

P

.stupid. -

To taKe only one example: I have spent'many hours

over the past two years déaling with the problem of
“dual compensatiori”=State college faculty, being
Commonwealth employes, must abide by all of the
rules pertammg fo Commonwealth employes. One of
s«those rules says that you cannot be paid from any
other state source without the. approval of the largely
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mystical body known as the Executive Board. That
may be a perfectly sensible rule as apphed say, to the
' Setretary of Education. But it makes no sense when
applied to an assistant professor at a state college
who is seeking to receive $200 for onducting a junior
lifesaving program on Saturday, mornings. And yet,
until recently, that was the rule—and it required
extraordinary exertion on my part to have the rule
modified so as even-to cover the majority of cases.
. Anyone who seeks to change this absurd system
will be told" by the bureaucracy that the problem is
not with the system but with the way it is being ad-
ministered, and that if I will only be patient, we will
" change the'rules sp as to aecord a greater measufd
of flexibility to the colleges. I would have listenéd to

that argument five' years ago—but I will not listen to."

it now. I have dealt with these people’long enough
to know fo my sorrow that if there is any little piece
of authority lying around, they will exercise it. Not
only that, they will exercise it t hilt. And the
only way to .prevent them fromoe‘:mg it is to
deny them the authority altogether. ’
There is a further difficulty. I have-been arguing

in favor not of independence, but of a greater measure
of autonomy. The state colleges are public institu-"

- - -
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" of state authority over thé state colle

_tions; they ‘receive substantial amounts of state

money; and-they certainly should not be allowed to
move in directions that run serlously counter to major
state objectives. How can this requirement be squared
with the need for flexibility?

- We attempted to deal with this issue in the various
drafts of the Commdnwealth University Bill which
were before the General Assembly during the 1975-76
session. In partfcular, the bill provided that the Gov-
ernor would name-all members of the system's board;
that the budget would come, as it presently does,
through the Department of Education apd the Budget
Office on its way td the“General Assembly;.and-that
no capital projects could be undértaken without state
approval.

Moreaver, the State Board of Education

would continue to exercise general surveillance over -

the scope of academic programs offered by the state
college system. N .

I-concede the need for at least one additional form

system. The
ablhty to sign g union contract commits the Common-
wealth to major expendltures over a period of several
yea‘"s I do not think the state college system should
be ‘wholly autonomois in this réspect; ie., it should,

not be able to bmd the GoVernor and the General
. \
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. Assei?xbly to labor'relations agreefpénts having fiscal

consequences which th not accept. In our very
intense discussions of this issue over the past several

months, within the depaftment and with bther offi-.

cials of the Shapp Administration, we have been un-.
able to agree upon any way of resolving this issue.
I am afraid it is one of the pieces of unfinished busi-
ness that I'leave to my successor.

L

3. Lifelgng Lez{ming

One of the great disappointments of the past five
years has been our inability to secure the passage
of any legislation significantly expanding the support
for various kinds .of adult learning.

I continue to believe that there are many adult
Pennsylvanians who would enjoy and profit' by an
opportunity to further their education if it were of-
fered under circumstances in which they could take
advantage of it. I am talking about housewives ‘with
small childreh; retired people; men and women on
swing shifts; peo‘ple seeking_ to polish job-related
skjlls or to acquirg new skills; and generally, all thoses

adults for whom educatlon represents the path to a..

better future’ . v

.
.

In the 1973-74 session we offered the General As-
sembly th#Open College” bill. It went nowhere. In

) % session a revised version of the bill, en-
titled “Adult Opportunity and Career Education,”
went nowhere equally fast. In part, I blame the ob-
tuseness of the colleges and universities, each con-
vinced that they could do ‘etter on their own than
as part of any joint effort. But‘a very heavy measure
of responsibility must be my own—the failure to
marshal any real political support in favor of the bill.

Under the circumstances, the best we can hope for
is probably an expangion of the PHEAA scholarship
program to part-time students. That at least would
make it possible for more people to take advantage
of whatever oppoftunities currently exist. It will not
significantly expand.those opportunities—at least in
the near future. But to do so takes money, and it
may well be that the money ]ust isn’t going, to be-
come available.

The current “system” co‘ntmues in the meantlme to
fail us in a number of respects. It does not do very
well at providing advice to adults about what op-
portumtles are available. L} does very little to help
adults translate their previdus schoolsand-work ex-

perience into measurable academic gredits. And it

.
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does nothing to insure a common market in academic *
credits throughout the Commonwealth; in fact, it is
designed to do precisely the-opposite, to insure that
credits are as little transferable as possible in order »
to force people into taking further work at exisfing

' colleges and universities.

- It will take an extraordinary effort, and more pdliti- &
cal skills than I was ever able to muster, to overcome
wi-m  thevarious pbstacles to a rational statewid system

of adult learning opportunities- I can only hope that
my successor and future State Boards of Education
will prove to have the skills we so sadly lacked.

- . . —-
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Part HI. . STATE LIBRARIES

“Neglect” is probably the most accurate word: with
which to describe my relatignships with the State
Librgry. I found it 1mp0331ble, given the press of
‘other responsibilities, to pay more than casual atten-
tion to the State lerary itself and to- the system,of
public libraries of ‘which it"is the apex. To some
extent this neglect' was balanced by the deep involve-
» ment of Ddvid W. Hornbeck, my executive depaty
for four years. But I canpot on balance be proud-of
my support for the libraFy. . .
In spite of this, thére were some positive develop-
State support for public libraries increased
by about 70 percent, from 5.3 million dollars in 1971
to 8.8 million dollars in 1975. The state’s sharg of |
tota] library spending rose from 13.1 percent to 18. 6 3
pércent as.a result, , ) .

— . - T s
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Eight new county ‘libraries opened in the past four
years. More than 70 libraries in Pennsylvania® are

now linked by computer to a cataloguing service ‘?‘,;; o

Columbus, Ohio, ircreasing interlibrary loan oppor-
tunities. And a newly purchased fleet of vans, oper-
ated by the state, now makes mterhbrary lendmg
easier and more efficient. -

On the negative side, the State Library itself is stlll ’
far too dependent on federal funds.” In the current
year, about 35 percent of its $2.3 million operating
budget is.from federal sources. It is simply a matter
of time before a federal audit finds that we havg used
federal funds for support of the central library to an
inappropriate degree. :- \;7

In spite of increased state ﬁnancxal support both
the State lerary itself and many of the district and

local public libraries are reeling under the impact#of {2

inflation. The State lerary, for example, has had' to
eliminate ifs £vening hours Many, lotal hbranes arE&
also finding it necessary to curtail service.even more

Moreover, more than a million°Pennsylvanians still
have no access to a public library that meets mini-
mum state §tandards, and some of these people have -
no ‘access to any library at all. .

PN . e
A
-~

o 57
L

\‘:{ '

v

>

»

~




-

o

The department llas supported legislation to in-
crease state aid to lofal, county and regional libraries
and to give added help to economically depressed
areas. This legislation did not move in the 1975-76
session but will be reintroduced early in 1977. Unless
it is passea, there will be very little increase in State
Library aid diring the next two years, because the
state is now at the ceiling under most sections of the
present formula. . \

+In many district and county libraries, the employes
are part of no retirement system. This has handi-
capped, libraries in-employing and retaining qualified
people. We have proposed making public library

employes eligible to belong to the Public School Em-.

ployes’ Retirement System. The department is cur-
rently studying the costs to the state and others of
such a move. |

In 1976, the Library Development Council proposed

a master plan for library development in Pennsyl- ¢

vania. Its principle feature was a restructuring of the
governance system with greater authority in the coun-
cil itself to make rules and regulations for all libraries

» .
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. in Pennsylvania receiving state aid.* The proposal has

evoked considerable opposition anc‘i appears to be
dead at the present time. . :

A fundamental issue is whether the present place-
ment of the State Library within the Department of
Education is wise. In a department the size of the
preﬁant one, library concerns do not easily achieve
a central place on the agenda. The question isawhether
there are ahy workable alternatives. »

One modest suggestion is to elevate the position of
director of the State Library- from its present level as
a bureau director to that of a commissioner, on a par
with the commissioners of basic and higher educa-

* tion. A secpnd suggestion would remove the State

Library from the department, combining it with the
William Penn Museum and the state archives. A
third would split the library off from the department
into an independent agency of some sort.

I have no favorite solutién to &n’obviously difficult
question. What is clear is thdt under the present
system, library services are not receiving the atten-
tion they deserve. s :




- ~

, Part IV. THE DEPARTMENT OF
EDUCATION ITSELF

A. STRUCTURE AN D
MANAGEMENT

I think I turn over to my successor a Department of
Education which 4s better organized, better staffed
and, in general, more flexible than the ¢ne I inherited

. five years ago. But getting there has not been easy.

I instituted a substantial reorganization_of the de-
partment in 1972, My aims were to cut out “fat,” to
increase accountability and to promote flexibility.
Among other things, it did the following: elevated the
“deputy for&admmlstratxon to_an executive deputy,
genuine numper two person for the department;
created the new position of executive assistant for

public affairs to oversee legislative activities here and

P
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in Washlngton eliminated assistant commissioners as
a separate layer of bureaucracy; and greatly reduced

_ the number of operating buseaus, especially in basic

education. ((0

While these changes, have helped us what we
wanted to do, they have left some scars. Several
people who had been bureau directors were in effect
demoted to division chiefs, and that took its toll in
morale. But on the whole, I think the reorganization
has served us well-and I see no need at the present
time for any major.changes. A new Secretary with

‘different objectives might feel otherwise, however,

and no one should be surprised if that turns out to
be the case. My own philosophy is that organizations
ought to be molded to fit the skills and objectives of
management. This requires generally a-far more re-
laxed attitude toward reorganization than has been

. displayed by the Office of Administration; instead of

asking, “Why do you crazy people want to reorga--
nize?” the question ought to be, “Is there any valid
reason why the Secretar ould not be gllowed to
reorganize the department?” :
While we were revamping thie department’s struc-

. ture; we were also trying to work out a’set of priori-

ties for the next few years. it became clear to me,

28 prae 2 oo.
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even before I had arriveq in the dedartment that we
could not do :many of ‘the things we had in mind and
at the same time carry out all of our statutory respon-
_sibilities without a very muchr tighter, set of controls
~ than I found in' January 1972. After. extensive dis-
cussion within the department we settled on 12
priorities which would guide our work for the follow-
ing three years. They were:

1., To improve student performance in Educatlonal
Quality Assessment;

2. To strengthen curricula in law, politics, consumer
education, the environment, fine-arts und life-
time sﬁorts,

- 3. To establish an Executives Academy to improve

school leadership and managemen£ capacities;

4. To create athxzens Commission on Basic Edu-
cation; . p

5 To improve educational opportunitjes for both
minorities and women in both basic and post-
secondary education;

6. To create an Open College, with easier access by -

nontraditional students to both traditional and
nontraditional programs;

- .

L

a

7. To redefine the mxssmn(s) of the state colleges
' in Ime with current needs and opportunities; .

8. To improve the quality of education in our cor-
rectional institutions;

. To expand the qu /emtlty and quality ofé\nEse)rv{(;
opportunmes for’current classroom teachers;

.0 broaden the scape of field experiences avail-

able to both hlgh school and postsecondary stu-

dents,

To find ways of making: more intelligent use of
the human resources of the»Department of Edu-
cation; and

To carry’ ou't those r\esponsibilitﬂas placed upon
.us by the General Assembly and the State Board

- of Education.

In restrospect, I think we may have bitten off more,
than we could chew; in spite of that, many of oyr
priorities were finally achieved in whole or in’ part;

The next step-was to translate those priorities into

tual tasks for the staff of the department: This was
largely the responsibility of the executive deputy,

Davxd w. Hornbeck who worked o }(and %ecured my. -

- .
-
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approval to what came to be known as “Quality Per- )
formance Guides.” These were essentially the ob-
jectives_of ‘the department, broken down first by
major ”segments (basic education, higher education
and administration), then by bureaus 2nd ultimately
1nto fragment§ of wotk for the several hundred pro- .

'fessional staff in the department. Preparing QPGs has ,

bécome an annual, ritual_which takes plade in June
and July of each year. T;le—r} is some feeling in the de- .
partment that the process is too elaborate,’and I wotlld
recommend to my successor that she takes steps
to streamline (but not to abandon) the whole system."
The final step in creating a workable management
system involved personnel evaluation. We had pre-
viou$fy been doing this by ‘means of the usual Civil
Service forms. I found them nearly useless: the quali- .
ties measured resembled the Boy Scout oath, and the
evaluations were u'sually “excellent” or “very good” ,
(which I learned to translate as “OK” and “nof so
hot"”). Eventually we worked out a report of our own
. whlch meshed closely with the Quality Berformance
JGuldes it came to be known as an “Employe Per-
formance and Develop-rnent Guide,”” or EPDG for
short It 1nvoIved a narratrve written by the profes-

d .
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sional empldye in answer to nine (later six} standagd
questions, and, a narrative written at the same time by
the employe’s superisor. If the narratives are con-
sistent,” they are stapled.togethier and become the em-
pleye's annual evaluation. If they are rot, the two
attempt to work out their differences with an appeal
to the supervisor's immediate superior and ultlmately,
in theory anyway, to the Secretary.

The Civil Service Commission gave us a two-year .
trial run of the new system, later extended to a third
year. It is my view that with whatever 1mperfect10ns,
it is so far superior to the present system being used
by the Givil Service Commission that the Governor .
oqght to give serious atfention to using it for the
whole state government. -

As a result of these reforms, we have been able to

_turn out a constantly increasing volume of work with

a constantly diminishing staff. Chart 12 suggests ‘what -
I'am talking about. “The budget of the department has
increased by almost 50 percent in the past six years;
yet the number. of people responsible for overseeing
the expenditure of more than half of the Governor's
general fund budget has decreased by almost one
hundred. = % s :
- e
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B. EQUAL OPPORTUNITY

We have taken serlously our respon51b111t1es for equal //

opportunity and affirmative action.. The number of-
women and minorities employed by the department®
in high pesitions has increased significantly over the
past¥¥ix years (see Chart 13), and we have attracted
people with a wider diversity of backgrounds and
points of view. I worry still that ‘people "from our two
major metropolltan areas are not adequately repre-
sented on the staff. One of the difficulties has been
-the very low rate of turnover in theyprofessional staff.
It is a pity that those in charge of \gre-department in
the 1960s did not give a higher prlorlty -to affirmative

action; had they done so at a time when staff was ex- -

panding rapidly with federal funds, the situation
would be better than it is today. -

Becatse the notion of affirmative action has been
under attack in recent years, dt is perhaps worth say-
ing-a word about what we meant by affn‘matlve
action, why we thought it important and “how 'it
worked. With us, affirmative action simply meant

extra effort to locate qualified people who were
not well represented in the ranks of fhe department
as | found it. In addition to the usual, reasons, I sup-

ported a vigorous program because we needéd a more
cosmopolitan work force for both programmatic and
symbolic purposes: i.e., if women are being shunted
away from technical-scientifie work, it is useful for
women to be stationed at some key points in the
Bureau of Vocational Education; and if local officials
are to take seriously “what the Secrefary is saying
about equal opportunity, it helps to have evidence of
his sincerity in the form of department officials.

'C. REVISION OF JOB QUALIFICATIONS

It has long been my view that governments and other
employers insist far too often on educational creden-
tials which are-not reasonably related to people’s

work. This problem «s getting worse rather than ™~

better; dur schools and colleges, even our graduate
schools, are full of young men and women who are -
there not because they are excited by the prospect of
further formal'education, but because they need the

“piece of paper which will:be their exit prize.

Thinking it irresponsible to preach about these
matters without being prepared to practice what we
preach, we turned our attention early in 1972 to the
job qualifications for professional positions in this
department. My personnel staff rewrote many of
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N, 2%~ them to de-emphasize formal education requirements
* and to revise in some cases the types of experience

was open only to holders of a partlcular degree all
. could be filled by pepple with equivalent experience.
. The result, whi% not dramatic, has helped to,open the
department to the wider range of, people who now
, Occupy many of the top positions. I have to confess
X failure, however, in persuading other pmployers,
gg@ ublic or,private, to follow my example. The colleges
- universities have such-a vested interest in per-
pé’luatmg thede unnecessary credentials that I despalr

_ of major pragress.

 D. PUBLIC SCHOOL .EMPLOYES’
o RETIREMENT2«BOARD )

One of my minor accomplishnients was to pérsuade

. the General Assembly in 1975 that the Secretary of

’ Education ought not to be ex officio chairman of the
lic School Eniployes’ Retirement Board. .

N P

. 1

kS

the Retiremént Code to require either the Secretary
‘of Education or one of his three deputles to chair the
board, which supervises the investment of Pennsyl-
vania's largest public retirement system (oyer three

required. When we finished, no job in the department -

Until then, the Attorney General had m?terpreted.
_diversify the. investment counselling services, the. -

billion dollars in assets). Partly because none of my
deputies had any expertise in that direction, and
partly becduse I felt that the retirement system neede

close attention, .l chaired it continuously for the ﬁ;;L7
four years of my term as Secretary. I came to resent
increasingly, however, the expenditure, of time in-
volved, and the fact that some of my colleagues on
the board were clearly more interested in furthering
the a¥ms of the organizations which had sent them to
the board than they were in the day-to-day .business ,
of the system itself. Nonetheless we brought aﬁty{
some real improvements during those four years:
elimination of the backlog of retirement applications;
an intelligent proced’ure for process__ng appeals from
staff decisions; a much’ better system of internal
accoul‘\ing, and the feeble beginnings of diversifica-

f

tion ef\investment advisors. . .

My one major disappointment it connection with
the retirement fund was the continuing unwillingness
of the board to deal with the Mellon Bank's>monopoly
of a-$3 billidn investment operation. In refusing to

present board ltas demonstrated its incapacity to be
in charge of such a eomplex and important operation.
I do not lapk for much improvement until the two
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major retiremnent systems (school and state) are
merged and put under the control of board members
with fiscal and business backgrounds who know how
to mahage-a $3 billion retirement system—somethmg

the presen\’ board, whatever else can be said for it,

clearly does not know how to do. - ,

. E. OPENNES$ '

't =

A-final point having to do with the department’ itself -

is the extent to which I have attempted to encourage
openness in.our dealings with the General Assembly,
the press, and field and the general public. If, as I
think, public educafion is the number one priority of

» state: government, wé cannot do too much to en-

" courage public’ dxscuss n of issues relating to it—
even if the result is cor'l'lroversy and some delays.
These attempts at openness have faken a variety of
forms. I myself have visited each of the 29 inter-
mediate units three times during the Past five years,
meeting'with,superintendents, schodl board members,

principals, teachers, students, the press and the con-

cerned citizens. These trips have been exhausting,

but they have lelped give me a better idea of some of.

the problems facing our 29 intermediate units and our
505 school districts. In turn, I think I have given them

Y

-
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. . .

a better understanding of my own philosophy and the
priorities of the department. We also established,
especially in basic educatien, a number of Jiaison
committees—groups of peop]e from variaus -parts of
the educational world whq come to Harrisburg a few
times each year to meet with meand my staff. These
too have been helpful. Finally, we changed the de- .
partment’s chief pubh&tlon from a glossy six-times-
a year magazine, which was neither profound on the -

hand ndr timely on the othér, to, a blweekly

oid that is at least more tlmely and ‘in several
cases has stirred a hvely interest in some of the toplcs
discussgd.

I am far from cc;zjdm'(that the battlg on thls front
is permanently woh. I worry about the demands on "
the Secretary required to. sustain this sort of effort;
I worry also about the possibility of stirring up ex-
pectations that can't be met. Nevertheless,I think
we have to continué to deal with all who are inter-

ested in eduCation_a§ openly and frankly as we can,
- taking 'the consequehces as they come.

+ F. UNFINISHED BUSINESS

_On the _subject of the departnient 1tself I would like
to comment on two outstandmg problems which will
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plague my successor. Unless they are soIved they
- will make 1t impossible to run the department with

. .any degree of vigor and flexibility. . .
The first concerns the administrative budget of the

. deparfment

There is a popular ‘view in the Genetal Assembly
and elsewhere that the Department of Education is
< an entll)rmous bureaucracy. That is simply not the
case. Discounting the employes 6f the state colleges
(who really ought not be treated as employes of the
state 4t all-see Pagé 51), 'we have about 950 em-
ployesi That is to be compared with 17,903 in Penn-
. DOT and 42,000 in the Department of Public Welfare.
In thig sense, we are one of the smaller departments
on the Hill. '

Morgover, our admmlstratlve budget is a very small
part of the total budget of the department. Chart 14
shows the administrative budget in relation to the

+ department’s total budget for each of the last six
years.

In dach of the past five years our increase in ad-
ministrative funds has been less than we needed just
to pa)5 the existing staff. This is the principal reason
for the decline in staff that I have already mentioned.

.A good deal of nénsense has been uttered in the
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General Assembly—on both sides of the aisle, I regret
to say—about bureaucrats and about the 1mportance

. of taking money away from’ bureaucrats in HarrisBurg

“and “putting it in the fleld where it will do some

] good " That is true only‘if you don’t pass any statutes,

or don’'t want the statutgs which you have already‘
passed to be enforced. I have been besieged by mem-
bers of the General Assémbly over the past several
years demanding to know, in a variety of situations,

~why the department isn't “doing something about it?”

Answer: We haven't gdt the staff to do anythmg
about it. - {

The other problem concerns the Civil Service sys-
tem. It is a disaster. There are many problems; here
are four that setiously affected ,the Department of
Educafion: o .

1. Not enough people in the department are ex-
empt. At the present time, eleven of the 950 depart-
ment employes are non-Civil Service. That simply
does not give a Secretary enough flexibility. In fact,
everyone down to and including bureau directors

i

. “make policy” and therefore ought. to be exempt. I

have asked the Attorney General to rule that way,
because I think thaf’s what the statutes require. Bgt

- . 67
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" if he declines, then the General Asgembtly Ought to

" consider exempting another 15 or 20 posrtrorts in’ the

department from the Civil Service system
t

2. The system itself, even where it Ieg trmately
applies, is far too inflexible. The rule of three (the
requrrement that you hire from among t}}e three
highet qualifying scores) .makes no sense where

_there are large numbers of applicants wrt}i scores,

bunched very closely together. Veterans’ preference
now works in wholely irrational .and unforeseen
ways. The difficulty of hiring people provisionally
(one of the'best ways of pursuing affirmatiVe action,
by the way) and.then bringing them into the system
has taused us to waste much time and energy in the
past five yedrs.

3. The Givil Service system does not mesh with
the policies set forth in the various labor contracts
between the Commonwealth and the unioms repre-

- H

“a

senting Commonwealth employes., My own view 1§
that we ought to abolish the Governor's Personnel
Office, 'the Civil Service Commission and the Per-
sonnel Office in the  Office of Administration and
reconstitute aIl of them into a smgle personnel office
under the Govérnor's controlzthat would run a umﬁed, .
rational personnel system wrth all policy positions
exempted from the classified service.- I would hope
that the next administration, of whatever party, would
tackle this crucral range of 1ssues

(O]

4. Now that most state empones are covered by
union contracts, we ought’to reexamine .the philose-
phy of the automatic annual increment. State em-
ployes cannot have jt both ways. They cann®t expect

to get bargaified«for increasesfon top of automatic -

annual increments. All benefits should come via col-
lective bargaining nd should be “'paid for” by means
of concessions to | anagement on other fronts.

“ “
S A R A e,

AR
-

vy

Ed



4
v

-
-

!

’
-
B e N

LA

ner

§

Part V. SOME CONCERNS FOR THE :

FUTURE® ;
It ;seems appropriate . to conclude this report with”
some comments about some issues which have come

‘to seem increasingly important to me. I have singled
three issues out of many because the way they are

addressed will_profoundly affect the nature of our’

public schools and colleges for years to come.
N . A:' THE ISSUE OF SIZE

One often hears people say, “Education has become
big business.” And indeed it has. Usually the re-
&axkqs made by someone who is suggesting that
échools ouglit to be run more efflclently And they
should be.

But the question of size has, if I may put it thxs
way, another dlmenslon . T -

o~
)

One charactemstlc of institutions is that much of
their enetgy goes mto perpetuatmg their own exis-
tence as opposed to 'ser‘Vmg the ‘interests they were
created to Serve. Ahd I add as a second characteristic
that the bigger the intitution, the greater the propor-

* tion ‘of its total energies going into “institutional

N mamtenance"——othermse known as self-preservatlon

Take the case of the public lgools Their ostensi-
ble purpose is teachlfg kids. But as school districts
got bigger, and ag individual schools got bigger, the
job of mere survival became more, difficult; and more
and more of the enérgles of the board and top ad-
niinistrators went mto physical plant ‘meeting a pay-
roll and so on.

The school consohéatlon movement is an unhappy

" fatuation with size and efficiency, gets out of hand.

b,

example of what hYpens,whenL_ the Americdn in-

For years it has been one of the dogmas of con-
ventional educatlonai wisdom~fortified -by the au-
thority of people lik F James B. Conant, the former
President of Harvard—that- small schools’ were in-
compatible w1th edugational quality. Conant's view

forth in a sene}s of influential books publlshed
between 1950 and 19‘60—was that a high school with
8 graduatmg class of gess than“one hundred could not

-
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offer the range of courses fiecessary to prepare one
*for college. And so school consolidation was pushed
as a way of improving agademit quality and decreas-
ing per pupil costs, it being argued’thaTin larger
schools you could spread certain fixed costs over a
larger"number of students, ‘thus lowering per pupil
costs. R , ;

Pennsylvania has been in the forefront of the
school consolidation movement. Statttes passed in
the Lawrence, Scranton and Shafer Administrations

--have cut the number of districts from, over 2,000 to,
the present 505. And within school districts we have
tended (thotgh not required to do so by law) to build -

/bigger and bigger schools; the average size of a gradu-
ating class has risen from 150 in 1960 ﬁ;o 251 in 1975
(see Chart 15). ;L ’

* What have been the results?" } S

A study about te be published (“The Failure of
Rural School Consolidation;') suggests that consolida-
tion has achieved n#ither of its tivo principal goals:
the improvement of quality or the redugtion of costs.

" The study is based on several states (pot including

» Pennsylvania) and a reanalysis 6f the (Eonant data.

My own hunkh is that the authors jof the recent
study are rightﬂ_gibeut costs and wrong about pro-
72- ;-

73

®
gra,m§‘. Buf my argument goes one step farther. I'm .
prepared to say, an the basis of what I now know,. .
that' even if the proponents of school consolidation
were basically correct on these two issues, they over-
looked some serious drawbacks t& big schools and big
districts which have only gradually become evident.

v, - e o

1. Cost of Transportation ’ :

The cost of transporting pupils rose from $30 million © =
in 1960 to $148 milliomr in 1975; from 3.5, percent to

4.3 percent of total school budgets (see Chart 16).

Not all of this increase is attributable, of course, to
bigger schools and longer bus rides. Incre‘as{es in the-

price of gasoline and.the duty to transport children

to private schools are alSo involved. But in building -
large schools to-which children must be transported -
long distances, we*have given a hostage to, the future
which.we may deeply regret: . -

- -

2. Effectivengss of School B_pards N ‘

. Y . v
In reducing the number of districts from over 2,000
to 505, we have cut the number of school board mem-
bers from approximately 15,000 to 4,500. So today,
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10,000 fewer Pennsylvamans are rece1vmg each year N

- the training in self- government that goes with being
a school board member. And there is another, less
measurable weakness: I suspect that school board
members in the remainfhg’larger districts are ,more
'apt to, defer to the judgment of the supermtendent
and his or her staff of ‘experts’’—with not altogether
happy results. . d - /(

-t
'

3. .Parental Involvement

As everyone knows, the PTA has been in a steady,

decline for the pa /ten tp fifteen,years. Various
" reasons have been assigned. I'm convinced that one
of them, sometimes overlooked, is the growth of big
districts and big schools. ‘Parents will not find it easy
to attend a PTA ,meeting {or a parent conference)
when the school is not just down the street but fifteen
mxleg away, and parents without much formal educa-
*tion wiH be especially reluc;ant togo to a Tq&Mahal
that, px;oclalms “this is a_temple of learning, Fxperts
are in charge ThlS is one, of the problems that Pro-
ject 81 (see Page 22, above) w1th4ts emphasls on com-
- munity involvement in the schools, i is trying to tackle.

N

'I don’'t thifik it's accidental-that

> M i

t%. Teacher Morale

£ years oﬁ school
consohdatlon have been years of increasing teacher
mlhtancy Bigger schools mean teachers who feel
that they have less and less influence over the condi-
tions under which they work. Hence, they have

- turned increasingly to unions for the improvements

and protections fhey could no longer achieve indi-

vidually. \ L
W‘)

5. Student Apath

an& Destructiveness

Y
In talking with student leaders from all 6ver the state,
during the. past five years, I am struck by how often’ N
they referred to."student apathyy as a leadmg bb-
lem. But is this really surprising? Big schopls are a
great arena for the big shots—the captain he foot- .
ball team, the head cheerleader—but they may not be

_ very good medlcme for the average girl or boy who, °

like the teacher, feels increasingly powerless. And
is it far-fetched to think that violence agd the random
destruction of property are more likely to occur’in

—big schools? . .=

-
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I 'am not zfrguing against the degree of school; con-
+¢~ solidation which has already taken place. We cannot ©

repeal history. I am emphasizing certain negative
features of bigness in education afd arguing | that
these need t6 be taken.into account. How? {

* +a. There should be no more consolidation;, the

movement toward bigpess has gone far enbugf;, at
least in Pennsylvania. : !

b. Districts should think twice about doing v{;hat

£

" some have already ngig——closing several ,"obsolete” -

elementary schools and building one large central *

school serving the whole district. The savings—in *,

heating bills, custodial services, etc:—may be more',
than outweighed by the increase in transportation -
costs and some of the less tapgible costs I have re-
ferred to. ' . ./f‘l e

c. Where \ge'.'ry large districts already exist, boards .

and superintendents must contrive ways-of delegating
more authority o the'building principal and his orher

teachers. Some districts have already done this, and
in the Executive Academy (see Page 18)"we have tried ¢

P Do o t

H

. ) } ]
- But it runs; counter to the desire of some school

boards and sup%rintendent‘s to delegate as little fau-
thority as pdssible. Tt . '

" Where very large schaol buildings already exiqt,

principals and, .their faculties must contrive ways of ,
creating smallér “learning environments,” to borrow
a useful ,phrase from my current employers. Several
high schools- in *Pennsylvania have tried to create
“schools within schools.” My impression is that they
have ot been very successfdl, i.e., that the students
consider that they are part of a school of 2,000, not
‘a mini-school of 500. But we must persevere,
Although my comments on this issue have focwed
on the, public schools, the problem of bigness is

‘equally serious in the public colleges and universifes.

It is especially acute at Penn State,\Temple and Pitt,
which currently have 63,000, 34,00d and 33,000 stu-
dents, respectively. And it is beginning-to be serious
at the largét state colleges, especially Indiana, Edin-

boro and West Chester. .
. The problém is the.same one I've.already referred

to show how it can be dgne. Increasingly I think that' - to: the bigger the institution, the more its energies are
this is the single most important step we could take - focused on survival and growth (or, in this era,, sta-
o imprqve thelearning environment of our schools. * ‘;,,léility].\ Colleges-often describe their missjon in terms-
3 . . g ’ -
’ . - -~ o [ ] v
77 , v
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. of "teaching, scholarshijp and service."

three. But in a very real sense, the debate is irrele-
vant, most of the institution’s energies—especially at |

the leadership level—are going into survival; only .

what can be spared goes into thinking about the qual-

"ity of teaching gr scholarshnp or service to the com-

murnity and the $tate.

There are no easy remedies. Declining enrollments
represent both'a threat and an” opportunity. They are
an opportunity to emphasize quality over quantity,»
and a threat that in the name of a, spurious “effi-
ciency” we will go on playing the saffte game. Sup-
pose. for example, that full-time enrollments in the

state colleges drop from 77,000 to 60,000 in the next '

ten years, as seems likely to happen. I can foresee .
intense. pressures to close one or two collegés to
effect a "savings”

size of the larger colleges.
One final pomt on thlS‘ issue. There is a tendency—.

(2

dangerois, thofigh hardfy sufprising—to treat schools
and colleges like factories.. We talk about “cost ef- *
fectiveness” .and *‘productivity” and about “tu&mg,,
out” students, as theugh they were so many wndgets
& nails. But they are not widgets 9%‘ nails; they jare,

<
v
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People deb-z;t'ev )
learnedly_and with passion the priorities among these )

rather than teying to reduce the.

-
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human beings; and what i‘principally distinguishes
them from the products of mdustry is that they have
minds and hearts. Education is a two-way street, and
except for limited purposes cannot be usefully

tholight about as a branch of industry. Every ten- ——

penny nail ought to be just like every other ten-penny
nail; but students are alike only as.they share in a
common humanity, a fact we have neglected to our
SOITOW. S .

B. EDUCATION AND EMPLOYMENT

I begm this brief discussion from the premlse‘ that
both schools and colleges have a legitimate interest
in preparing young people to take their places.in the
world of work. My interest, therefore, is not in the
relationship between general or liberal education bh
the one hand and vocational or professional gduca-
tion on the other, or even in their respective clalms
It is, more narrowly, to look gt how we go about pre-
paring_people for work and, more particulafly, to
examine the sorts of educational barriers we fling
across entrance into the world of work. ¢

Itis clear that educational prerequisites loom larger
on the horizon than they did fifty or even twenty-five

- years ago. A high school diploma is now re@ulred
[N
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wheré none used to@&ghllege “degree where fora

merly %1
pésitiops, graduate work or even a doctdrate is now,
necessary or desirable. : !

!
!
-4
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This is so no matter where you look. I have known._

of sevéral searches~for new school superintendents
where menIy EdD.s survived the original screening
(this usually happens where the board is ynwise’
enough to rely on a consultant, who often has close

ties_to i:a graduate school of -education). “The more’

advaﬂﬁ:\d police forces now require or at least prefer
an associate degree. And on and or.

Now to some extent all this makes sense. The
world is more complicated (alas!) than it was in 1925

or 1950} certain skills—i.e., some rudimentary under-,

-/*/A’ -
standifig of computers—may be necessary in occupa-

tions where it would not have been in the “good old’
To the extent that demanding credentials is

days.”
a response to these forces, we cannot oppose history.

But other, less legitimate forces are cleagy at work.
One is 'cost. If you are personnel Hirector of a

medjum-sized corporation, and you know that an
advertisement for salespeaple is likely to bring 1,000
apphcapt;’l_wugh you have only ten vacancies, the
temptat§0 to say “only college graduates need ap-

. 3
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high school diplbma sufficed; and for somé"

ply,” thereby reducing the ap licant pqol to say, 300,

is probably overwhelmmg nd se fhe limitations
creep“in.

“Ancther force at work is thi law—or w'hat is under-
stood to be the law. In our i creasingly litigious, so-
ciety, decnsnons—especxally dechslons aboMmg and
promotion—must appear to have a ratlonal basis. And

what more rathnal basis, in afnatlon Iong infatuated

with formal education, than a degree or)dlploma? And ‘-\

S0 more llmltatlons creep in. .

I would not be raising this_issue 1f thlS were all
there were to it—a prollferatlon of credentlallmg re-
quirements, supported in part by q.ecesslety and in part
by less legitimate forces. But there is more to it<far
more. Consider the following: T .
W . . " v

1. As awesult of all this, an increasing number of
young people are emenglr}g from our coljeges and uni-
versities overprepared for the onIy jobd they can ob-
tain. Along with a cogege degree, u{ our society
anyway, go certain expectations—about salary, pro-

- motions, the nature of the work and the quality of
one’s peers. ;These expectations, in the. presgnt state

of our economy anyway, cannot be met. The result .

is likely to be inrcreasing personal frustratiog,” with




‘has only an M.S. I doubt, however,
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uncertain social and political consequences.

2. As college-trained people are forced to take
jobs which formerly they would have disdaintd, hig
school graduates find themselves texcluded from a
ever-widening sector of~the )ob%arkét And the ef-
fects are most severe on those with lé’ss than a high
school education. This situation uddoubtedl‘y ac-
counts for some of the “structural unemployment"
which economists have been pomtmgito for the last
decade or s0. . {

3. Although‘in one sense many yo{l'ng people are

-overprepared for work, in another sense they are—

despife their degrees, diplomas and certificates—less
useful than they mlght be. It is the,nature of the
academic world to under.estlmate the. degree of art
that enters into almost every role. I am prepared to
believe, other things bemg equal (which they fre
quently aren’t), that a PR.D. in chemistry is likely to
«nake a better résearch chemist than somebody who

ghat a master’s
degree in criminology makes you a better parole
officer. And there is no evidence tosupport the notion

that a college degree is crucial to success as a com- .

" puter-programmer.

e, s BT

Irs 3
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" In my darker moments I think that if the brick had

4just been invented, and-a faculty committee had been

asked to construct @ curriculum for training brick-
layers, what you'd get {three yeers later) would be a,
four-year B.8. in bricklaying in which; durmg the ﬁnal
semester, you would be’ permltted te watch someone:
else laying bricks and, if you were very fortunate, *
help mix the mogtar. i . .

[ . e

4. As a result of all thisi*we are probably investing

in postsecondary education resources which cannot -

be justified in terms of their economic return. Let me
be clear: I am not talking about the personal satis-
factions involved, which may be great, or about cers
tain other noneconomic payoffs (i.e., a helghtened
sense of civic duty), though I think they are often
exaggerated. The point isn’t that these resources are
being badly used in any absolute sense; it is a qnes-
tlon of alternatives. Why, for example, does Penn-
sylvania provide schola‘rshlps of up to $1,200 per year

for each young person wanting to pursué an-associate ,

or baccalaureate degree, and nothing to the young

person wanting to become a plumber or a diesel’

mechanic? I agree with John Gardner—we need good

plumbers just as badly as we need good philosophers;*

79
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but you'd gever know that, from looking at the strug-

ture of incentives in our society. :

- 5. Finally, the unbridled growth of credentialism

has been harmful’ to those very groups, especially

women and blacks, who have hrd/or{cally been under-
1

represented in the ranks of e.gma and degree-’
Blacks, for example, ar

holders. 1 percent of the
population: of the United States; they hold 3 percent
of the baccalaureate™dggrees, 1.2 percent of the
. master’s degree and 0.4 percent of the doctoral de-
grees. To some extent; the very progress {hat blacks
and women have made in moving up th¢ academic
ladder.has been cancelled out by the fagt that the

ladder itself has in the meantime been extended by
several rungs

t
[y

What is to be done? .

/ Again, there are no easy answers. :
v I Rave come, slowly and somewhat painfully, to
‘the conclusiop that the law is not a solution. In
hd Griggs v. Duke Power Company, the Supreme Court
of the Umted States said that examjnations could not
be used as a screening device for promotions where
(1) the examination tests knbwledge unrelated to the
job, and” (2) the°results are racially _dlscrlrnmatory

PN

I
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At :ﬁrst I 'was enthusiastic about this result, and went
S0 ;ar as to have.introduced into the Pennsylyania
Sen,ate a bill which said: “No emplpyer, public or
private, _may require as a condition of employment
or gromotjon any degree, diploma, certrﬁcate or other
evidence of educational achievement not reasonably
relas‘ted to the work to be performed.” - But my en-
thuéiaém -has waned as I have seen the results of
other atfempts to regulate employment policies from
Washmgton So let’s not legislate against credentials
—hawever tempting that might be. . E

I fact, I suspect the meritocracy is here to stay,
and: the best we can do is modify its stupider features.
To this end we should be working to incluc?e practical
experience, as appropriate, in academic programs, and
to ensure access to the system on the part of adults
whd have been excluded from it. In-the end, the
economy will probably do what we haye-failed to do-
—bring about some reasorfable degree of congruity
between peogle s expettatigns and the realities of the

]o_hg)arket
¢ - G, THE FEDERAL SYSTEM

The federal system, at least in education, is serrously
deranged Washington is doing things it ought not to




s R

s . ‘!\ - , e ‘5

pe doing (for example, pretending it can do something
about violence, in the schools). It is doing things it
should be dofng:but in ways that are self-defeating,
as in current legislation for handicapped’ chijdren.
And it is neglecting matters of legitimate federal con-
cern, for exampie, the quality ofg}thool and cellege
instruction in foreign languages and foreign affairs
generally. The states, in exasperation, are contriving

. new and in some cases palpably ‘unconstitutional

ways of frustrating federal policy.. If adds up to a
ess. o

° Some of the fault lies with the states. We have,

often hot put our case very strongly in Washington,
Weé have sumetimes neglected doing’ what we are
angky about being pushed to do. And our reactions
to the encroachments of the federal government havé
sometimes taken unwise forms—cf,, the attempt of
tla Pennsyﬁranig legislature to “reappropriate” all
federal dollars flowing to the state. o ot

But some of the blame lies with the federal govern--

ment itself—both the Congress and the bureaucrats
in HEW and the’ Office of Education. Let me give
examples of each.

In 1975 Congress passed the grandiosely-titled
“Education for All Handicapped Children Act.” It

1
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is a 24-page attempt to set forth the principles govern-
ing the education of tlie handicapped. Most af those
principle;hue process hearings, individual plans,
education in the last réstrictive environment—are not
in themselves wrong. What's wrong is that in Penn-
sylvania\~a federal gov%arnment that is currently den-
tributing about § percent of the cost of educating’

.handicapped kids is trying to call 50 percent of the

<

tune. . )
Congress is not ahé in these illusions of grandeur.
In Augus't of 1975 the Office of Civil Rights put,out,

without prior'notice. a regulation governing record- .

keeping.in cases of studentdiscipline. It was to take
effect, in Pennsylvania, the_ following week. It re-

" quired mammoth amounts of paperwork. By scream-.

ing loudly, sorge of my colleagues and I got the whole
thing postponed for a year and modified slightly. Even,

as modified,. it represents a federal intrusion into an ;-
v__giea' of doubtfulpropriety. o ‘

“¥Again, the question arisesZwhat is to be done? .

Let mgﬁgqgin by laying down some basic principles
thi

which I thittk ought to goverh federal policy for edy-.

cation during the Carter Administration: .

S

1. The primary responsibility for public education

-




is with the states. This is so for constitutional reasons
—because” that's where ‘'staté con'stitutions .put the
tesponsibility; for fiscal reasons—because the federal
share of public education K-12 is unhkely to rise
above 10 percent even in a Democratic administra-
tion; and for practical reasans—because, frankly,

there .arg severe limits to what the federal government’

can e‘ffectlvely do. . ‘

3

~2 In view of'all this, the federal government ,

,éhould attempt to exert influence in.a.Jimited nimber
of+areas rather than, as at presentFpopping off in all
directions. A sensible agenda would incluge:‘

a. protéeﬁr;g:c;)nstitutfonal rights; ‘

. an advocacy role on behalf of those segments of— b..

the population—the poor and ‘the handicapped
especnally who have hlstorlcally not had equal
access to pubhc education; .

. easmg the effects of , federal actnvnty on schools
and colieges (cf.. impact ald refugees from South-
east Asna) :

. promoting studieA areas for which the federal

government has a particular regponsibility (foreign
languages, infernational-affairs);

[Er .

. research,’ development and dlssemm,atlon (NIE);

and . °

. strengthening the leadership capacity.of the states
.-(cf., Title.V; Sec. 842 of 93-380).
/—’\/ -

3.. Finally, ffom the state and local point of view,
th€ question of how these policies are carried out is
almost as important as the policies themselves. On
thlS score I would offer the following advice:

* a. Wh/ere possible, Washington ought to woﬂc

e

through the fifty states and six temtorles ‘That’ s
hard -enough; trying to deal directly w1th 16,500
local districts is insane. :

. .

In all cases the federal government ought to seek
the advice of state and local authorities before
imposing new burdens. In any case, it should im-
pose those burdenis with enough warning so that -
we can +adjust to the fiscal and ‘administrative
. ~
problems involved. .

boe -
. Washington should seek to control only the ex-
- penditure of federal funds, not state and local
money, except where constitutional nghts are
clearly involved. By the same token, state legis-

-
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latures ought not todmpose their priorities on the
expenditure of federal funds (except perhaps
where federal law clearly contemplates§ome dis-
cretion at the state level). o

Congress and HEW should bearJ'n mind that the
test of the wisdom of federal intervention at any
point is not merely the validity of the particular

intervention; it is_also whether that action, taken o

_together with a_ILothers imposes undue burdens
on state and local school systems.- . L

. Finally, Washington should avoid Iegiélatin'g‘ and

regulating in terms of the worst case. I'm tired of _
being told by federal offlcxals—-by way of )ustlfy-
ing some new adventure if regulatnon—“We know
it's not necessary in Pennsylyania, but Louisiana
is a mess.” In thdt case, go after Louisiana; but
have® some respect for those states, especially in
the industrial northeast, that have, been in the

vanguard—often, in fact, far ahead of Washmgtom
T

\
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How are these various agendas to be achieved?

>

I am now convinced that it cainot be done t')},b the
Segretary of Education of Pennsylvania, acting-alone,
or by the Secretary -acting in concert with the chiefs

. of the other 55 states a? territories. The forces on
. the side of intervention

re too strong. .

Only the active support of "Governors -and state
- -legisldtors-is going to stem. the tide. That, and a grow-
ing conviction on the part of,Americans generally
that the federal system is worth saving. The céntral
question is whether we still believe that a substantial
measure of aythority and responsibility ‘should rest

‘with the 'states and theif municipalities, br whether

we have surrendered to the Tllusiort'that all problems
can be solved on the banks of the Potomac. We could
do worge than begm our third century by reaffirnging

“our confiderice in the wxsdom of the framers of our

Constitution; who created “A Nation of States. 7
' i




